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CHAPTER 8 Responses to Comments on the
Draft PEIR

8.1 INTRODUCTION

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the Proposed Project was circulated
for review and comment to the public, other interested parties, agencies that commented on the
IS/NOP, and surrounding jurisdictions for a public review period that concluded on March 27, 2006.

Copies of the Draft PEIR were available for public review during normal business hours at the City of
Lake Forest Planning Counter and the City Clerk’s Office at City Hall in Lake Forest, California.
Additional copies of the Draft PEIR were made available for public review at all of the Lake Forest
libraries and the document was posted on the City’s website. Copies were also sent to the State
Clearinghouse. A list of persons and agencies that received either the Draft PEIR or the Notice of
Availability is included below.

8.1.1 Persons/Entities Receiving the Draft PEIR

The following persons or organizations received a copy of the Draft PEIR through first-class mail:

= CCRPA, Patricia Martz, PhD

= City of Mission Viejo

* City of Laguna Woods

= City of Irvine

= City of Laguna Hills

= City of Aliso Viejo

* County of Orange

* Cox Communications

= FElToro Water District

= Irvine Ranch Water District

= Take Forest Chamber of Commerce

®  Orange County Clerk

*  Orange County Fire Authority

*  Orange County Flood Control Dist.

®  Orange County Health Care Agency

= San Diego RWQCB

= Santa Ana RWQCB

®  South Coast Air Quality Management District
® Southern California Association of Governments
= Southern California Edison
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The Draft PEIR was also distributed to individuals and representatives of neighborhood associations
who personally asked for a copy. Numerous comment letters were received during the Draft PEIR
review period.

A complete list of all public commenters, the date the comment was received or dated, and the comment
letter acronym are listed in Tables 8.1-1 and 8.1-2 below. Table 8.1-1 contains letters received from
agencies and organizations. Table 8.1-2 contains letters received from individuals. Tables 8.1-1 and 8.1-
2 are sorted by agency name or the last name of the commenting individual. The tables list the acronym
assigned to the letter. This acronym consists of the acronym for the agency, or in the case of cities,
organizations and individuals consist of the first two letters of the person’s first name and the first two
letters of the person’s last name. Table 8.2-13 in Section 8.2.2 provides the same information as Table
8.1-1, but sorted by acronym. Table 8.2-14 in Section 8.2.3, provides the same information as Table 8.1-
2, but sorted by acronym.

Table 8.1-1
List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR

Government Agencies and Nongovernmental Organizations

(by Organization)

Commenter Comment Letter Date
California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance CRPA 3/13/2006
Caltrans CALT 3/23/2006
Caltrans CALT2 3/29/2006
City of Irvine COIR 3/27/2006
City of Laguna Woods COoLW 3/16/2006
City of Mission Viejo MIVI 3/28/2006
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt COOR 3/27/2006
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt RDMD 4/13/2006
Department of Toxic Substance Control DTSC 3/16/2006
Endangered Habitats League ENHL 3/27/2006
Hawkins, Robert (Golden Rain Foundation) GRFO 3/27/2006
Irvine Ranch Water District IRWD 3/27/2006
Irvine Ranch Water District - Loomis, Terrell TELO 3/27/2006
Orange County Fire Authority OCFA 3/9/2006
Public Utilities Comission CPUC 3/22/2006
Regional Water Control Board - Santa Ana WQCB 3/20/2006
SCAG SCAG 3/17/2006
US Fish and Wildlife - Fish and Game CDFG 3/17/2006
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Table 8.1-2
List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR
Individuals
(by Last Name)
Commenter Comment Letter Date
Abrahams, Howard HOAB 3/21/2006
Adams, Cindy RCAD 3/7/2006
Adamski, Tracy TRAD 3/27/2006
Albers, James JAAL 3/7/2006
Allen, Megan MEAL 3/14/2006
Allen, Mike and Renee MIAL 3/3/2006
Andrews, Beth BEAN 3/23/2006
Andrews, Jeff JEAN 3/20/2006
Andrews, Jeff JEFF 3/25/2006
Angel, Mark MAAN 3/27/2006
Arden, Heidi HEAR 3/14/2006
Banner, Heather HEBA 3/24/2006
Bartlett, Rick and Lori RLBA 3/21/2006
Bray, Robert ROBR 3/19/2006
Bridgman, Shari SHBR 3/3/2006
Bridgman, Shari and Laird SLBR 3/24/2006
Brown, Debra DEBR 3/20/2006
Browning, Carol CABR 3/27/2006
Bukirin-Druce, Ofelia OFBD 3/24/2006
Byford, Debra DEBY 3/4/2006
Carroll, Chris and Monigue CMCA 3/15/2006
Copelan, Mike MICO 3/3/2006
Costello, Colleen COCO 3/27/2006
Daynes, Glenn and Sheryl GSDA 3/8/2006
DeBellis, Mark MADE 3/3/2006
DeBerg, Glenn GLBE 3/8/2006
Dubiansky, Joanne STDU 3/18/2006
El Harake, Maureen MAEH 3/16/2006
England, Shirley SHEN 3/23/2006
Falcitti, Phillip PHFA 3/17/2006
Faltys, John JOFA 3/15/2006
Ferguson, Carol and Rus CRFE 3/27/2006
FitzGerald, Susan SUFI 3/3/2006
Frum, Joy JOFR 3/3/2006
Funderburke, Johnna JOFU 3/22/2006
Gardemal, Bob BOGA 3/20/2006
Gogin, Cathy CAGO 3/27/2006
Gogin, Edward EDGO 3/27/2006
Goldstein, Ron ANGO 3/3/2006
Haskins, Kristen KRHA 3/2/2006
Henniger, Patricia and Randy PRHE 3/23/2006
Henslick, Michelle MIHE 3/4/2006
Herkes, Carl CARL 3/22/2006
Herkes, Carolyn CAHE 3/22/2006
Herlevic, Matthew MAHE 2/28/2006
Hoy, Greg GRHO 3/9/2006
Hull, Lair LAHU 3/6/2006
Keeby, Erin ERKE 3/24/2006
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Table 8.1-2
List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR
Individuals
(by Last Name)
Commenter Comment Letter Date
Kim, Ruth RUKI 3/22/2006
Kimball, Sandie SAKI 3/21/2006
Knox, Cheryl CHKN 3/20/2006
Krout, Chandra CHKR 3/28/2006
Little, John and Cynthia JCLI 3/26/2006
Loggins, Denis and Denise DELO 3/3/2006
Macy, Janet JAMA 3/21/2006
Malloy, Mike JMMA 3/8/2006
Manser, Stuart MIMA 3/6/2006
Maxey, David DLMA 3/26/2006
McGirr, Robert and Claire RCMO 3/25/2006
Melonsini, Annette and Dante ADME 3/27/2006
Meyers, Peter J. PEME 3/27/2006
Michael, Glen GLMI 3/26/2006
Miller, Darla DAMI 3/26/2006
Miller, Darla DAMI2 3/2/12006
Miller, Geoffrey GEMI 3/26/2006
Minami, Elaine ELMI 3/25/2006
Moayedghyasy, Soudabeh SOMO 3/24/2006
Mona, Gail GAMO 3/2/2006
Moreland, James JAMO 3/28/2006
Morrel, lan and Amanda IAMO 3/20/2006
Moss, Stuart STMO 3/19/2006
Nakase, Kathy KANA 3/26/2006
Nakase, Steve STNA 3/14/2006
Narta, Susan SUNA 3/22/2006
Negri, Steve STNE 3/3/2006
Neuville, Tim TINE 3/3/2006
Neuville, Tim TINE2 3/16/2006
Paone, Tim TIPA 3/27/2006
Paulsen, Janine JAPA 3/15/2006
Paulsen, Janine JIPA 3/15/2006
Paulsen, Jeffrey JEPA 3/24/2006
Pinsker, Victor and Sharon VIPI 3/27/2006
Plaskett, Angela ANPL 3/24/2006
Polenske, Shawnene SHPO 3/26/2006
Polenske, Shawnene and Steve SSPO 3/17/2006
Preston, Stephanie STPR 3/19/2006
Randel, Tom TORA 3/21/2006
Reichle, Jill JIRE 3/27/2006
Reilly, John JORE 3/20/2006
Richter, Robin RORI 3/19/2006
Riggert, Eric and Melissa MERI 3/6/2006
Riggert, Eric and Melissa MERI2 3/9/2006
Riggert, Eric and Melissa EMRI 3/25/2006
Rimland, Anthony and Carol ACRI 3/26/2006
Sagey, Betsy BESA 3/26/2006
Salaya, Keith KESA 3/2/2006
Sayers, Evonne EVSA 3/27/2006
Shih, Carolyn CASH 3/22/2006
Silva, Dana and David DASI 3/10/2006
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Table 8.1-2
List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR
Individuals
(by Last Name)
Commenter Comment Letter Date
Silver, Dan DASI2 3/13/2006
Simpson, Richard RISI2 3/27/2006
Simpson, Richard Jr. RISI 3/26/2006
Spangler, Greg GRSP 3/27/2006
Stevens, Cathy and Mark CMST 3/21/2006
Stone, Christina CHST 3/4/2006
Thiercof, Debbie DETH 3/4/2006
Tillmans, Bob andJanice BJTI 3/21/2006
Tillmans, Janice JATI 3/16/2006
Tillmans, Janice JATI2 3/16/2006
Tillmans, Janice JATI3 3/20/2006
Tillmans, Janice JATI4 3/20/2006
Tillmans, Janice JATIS 3/21/2006
Tillmans, Robert ROTI 3/16/2006
Tompkins, Dan DHTO 3/15/2006
Tran, Katrina KATR 3/12/2006
Travers, Morse MOTR 3/13/2006
Tucker, Larry (Baker Ranch Properties) BAKE 3/24/2006
Vieria-Blake, Dot DVBL 3/27/2006
Waite, Kathy KAWA 3/24/2006
Wallace, Elizabeth ELWA 3/2/2006
Wallace, Elizabeth ELWA2 3/27/2006
Wallin, John JOWA 3/7/12006
Wanner, Ed and Mary EMWA 3/26/2006
Wheeler, Esther ESWH 3/3/2006
Woolsey, Ray and Jennifer RJWO 3/21/2006
Ydens, Bob BOYD 3/16/2006
Zechmeister, Kathy KAZE 3/11/2006

8.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This section of the Final PEIR contains all comments received on the Draft PEIR during the public
review period, as well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Comments and responses are
organized alphabetically by acronym. Section 8.2.1 contains topical responses to comments or questions
contained in a number of the letters. Section 8.2.2 contains comments from agencies and organizations
and responses to those comments. Section 8.2.3 contains comments from individuals and responses to
those comments. These responses provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the
Draft PEIR, pursuant to Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that
comments that raise significant environmental issues are to be provided with responses. Reasoned,
factual responses have been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant
environmental issues: detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue;
however, a general response has been provided where the comment is relatively general.
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8.2.1 Topical Responses

Topical responses are provided where there were several public comments that address a particular issue.
Specifically, topical responses are provided to address the following general comments:

m Topical Response 1 - Environmental Setting/Baseline Conditions

m Topical Response 2 - Project-Level vs. Program-Level PEIR

m Topical Response 3 — Application of Project Design Features and Standard Conditions to Mitigate
Potential Impacts

Topical Response 4 - NCCP/HCP

Topical Response 5 - Existing Impaired Hydrological Conditions

Topical Response 6 - Runoff to Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and Aliso Creek
Topical Response 7 — Portola Hills Issues

Topical Response 8 — Schools

Topical Response 9 — Traffic

Topical Response 10 — Landslides

Topical Response 11 — Alternatives

Topical Response 12 — Notice

M Topical Response 1—Environmental Setting/Baseline Conditions

The existing environmental setting (baseline conditions) described in the Draft PEIR are intended to be
broad enough to adequately describe the existing environmental conditions in the geographic vicinity of
the project area in order to determine the significance of the project’s potential direct and indirect
impacts. The baseline conditions documented in the Draft PEIR are not intended nor required to include
an expanded geographic area beyond the general project vicinity, unless doing so would be necessary to
assess the /fevel of significance of the project’s potential impacts. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) guidelines require that an existing environmental setting presented in an EIR be detailed enough
to effectively provide a basis for evaluating whether or not a proposed action would have a significant
effect upon the environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 stipulates the following:

(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the project, as they exist...from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant. The desctiption of the environmental setting shall
be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the
proposed project and its alternatives. (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15125.)

The common interpretation of this section of the CEQA Guidelines is that the environmental setting
should describe the baseline conditions against which the significance of any physical change in the
environment that may occur as a result of the project will be measured. Some commenters have
requested that the Draft PEIR include analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions,
specifically hydrological conditions, above and beyond the existing setting already described in the Draft
PEIR. However, analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions (beyond those already
described in the Draft PEIR) is not warranted unless it can be demonstrated that a more extensive
evaluation is necessary to determine the level of significance of the project’s potential impacts. There is
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no evidence to suggest that analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions would change the
level of significance of the project’s impacts already disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, the baseline
conditions described in the Draft PEIR meet the requirements specified by the CEQA Guidelines for an
appropriate environmental setting, and further analysis of additional baseline conditions is not warranted.

M Topical Response 2—Project-Level vs. Program-Level EIR

A number of comments were received alleging a lack of specificity in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report prepared for the Opportunities Study Area (Draft PEIR) with respect to the analysis of “project-
specific” impact or the identification of “project-specific” mitigation measures. CEQA describes several
types of EIRs that may be prepared by public agencies depending on the nature of the project to be
evaluated. Due to the multiple related discretionary actions that cover multiple properties in the same
geographic area and the expectation that many of the properties will require additional environmental
review when specific development proposals for the individual properties are brought forward, the City
of Lake Forest prepared a program EIR for the Opportunities Study Area. A program EIR may be
prepared when a large project consists of a series of actions that are related: (1) geographically, (2) as
logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) in connection with issuance of plans to govern the
conduct of a continuing program, or (4) as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. (A/
Larson Boat Shop Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal. App.4th 729,740-741 [quoting State
CEQA Guidelines § 15168(a)].)

A program EIR serves as the first-tier for a multi-phased environmental review, allowing the City to
consider broad environmental issues for a series of actions at an early stage of the planning process. This
allows the City to focus on “the big picture” at the outset of the project. Subsequently, when
applications for site-specific entitlements are brought forward, the City may review those applications
against the prior program EIR and determine what level of subsequent CEQA documentation would be
appropriate. In those situations, the City may choose to prepare a focused supplemental or subsequent
EIR, or negative declarations for those later discretionary actions, and incorporate the general discussions
by reference. (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. State Water Resources Control Board (1997) 63 Cal. App.4th
2217, 236; Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula 17ista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1143.)

A program EIR covering general programmatic environmental issues need not be as comprehensive or
detailed as the site-specific CEQA documents that may follow, and in fact, by definition may be quite
general. The degree of specificity required in a program EIR is determined by two factors: (1) the degree
of specificity involved in the underlying project, and (2) what is “reasonably feasible” to discuss. (A/
Larson, supra, 18 Cal.App.4th at pp. 742, 746, 749, Rio Vista Farm Burean Ctr. v. County of Solano (1992) 5
Cal. App.4th 351, 373-374; State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151406, 15151.) “CEQA requires an EIR to reflect
a good faith effort at full disclosure; it does not mandate perfection, nor does it require an analysis to be
exhaustive.” (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4™ 1261, 1265 [quoting, Dry Creek Citizens
v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal. App.4™ 20,26].)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 discusses the degree of specificity required in an EIR, stating as
follows:

The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.
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(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted
with greater accuracy.

(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.

As detailed more fully in the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPRs) discussion of this Guideline
section:

As with the range of alternatives, the level of analysis provided in an EIR is subject to the
rule of reason. The level of specificity for a given EIR depends upon the type of project.
The analysis must be specific enough to permit informed decision making and public
participation. The need for thorough discussion and analysis is not to be construed
unreasonably, however, to serve as an easy way of defeating projects. What is required is
the production of information sufficient to understand the environmental impacts of the
proposed project and to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned. See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of
the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376. In Antioch v. Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App.
3d 1325, the court held that EIR requirements must be sufficiently flexible to encompass
vastly differing projects with varying levels of specificity.

In general, given the program-level of information available about the project, the analysis in the EIR is
generally of a program-level of detail. To the degree that more project-level information is available, it is
reflected in the level of analysis in the PEIR. In this way, the PEIR has complied with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c)(5) guidance regarding level of specificity which states: “A program EIR will be most
helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and
comprehensively as possible.”

Where appropriate, the City’s Draft PEIR provides program-level mitigation measures which will be
implemented by subsequent development projects undertaken in the OSA. These mitigation measures
will be “carried forward” to address potential environmental impacts of site-specific development and if
there are any additional project-specific impacts resulting from the proposed individual developments,
additional mitigation measures will be identified in the subsequent CEQA analysis.

The City has included all of the presently known and available information that was reasonably feasible
for the current specificity of the project, in the Draft PEIR. A detailed analysis of site specific impacts
will be undertaken in later CEQA documents at such time applications for site-specific developments are
proposed. (A/ Larson, 18 Cal.App.4th at p. 734; Rio ista, 5 Cal. App.4th at p. 374.) Given that an EIR
need not speculate about future environmental consequences when future development is unspecified,
and that CEQA does not require “crystal ball inquiry,” the City’s Draft PEIR fully complies with CEQA.
(Atherton v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 146 Cal.App.3d 346, 351.)
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B Topical Response 3—Application of Project Design Features and Standard
Conditions to Mitigate Potential Impacts

INTRODUCTION

A number of commenters identified a need for additional mitigation. However, these comments did not
take into consideration the effect of standard conditions of approval and existing regulatory requirements
which for many issue areas eliminate the need for mitigation measures. In many instances, project design
features, compliance with existing code requirements, and/or standard conditions of approval assumed
in the analysis are sufficient to ensure that impacts are less than significant and thus no mitigation
measures are included in the EIR for issue areas where existing requirements provide sufficient
protections against impacts. This Topical Response provides additional information on these standard
conditions and requirements.

Project design features are specific program elements that are incorporated into the Proposed Project to
prevent, or reduce the significance of, potential environmental impacts. Project design features are
incorporated into the project or program and are not considered mitigation measures under CEQA.
However, project design features are listed in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program to assure
that they will be implemented as part of the Proposed Project.

Standard conditions and requirements are local, state and federal regulations and laws required of all
development projects. Typical requirements include compliance with the Uniform Building Code, local
Municipal Code, and South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules. Standard conditions of
approval are requirements that are placed on discretionary planning approvals, as appropriate. Standard
conditions and requirements serve to reduce or eliminate environmental impacts and will be listed in the
mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will be implemented as part of the Proposed Project.
A list of the project design features and standard conditions that are applied in the Draft PEIR follows.

3.1 AESTHETICS
Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

e Compliance with Municipal Code and applicable Planned Community text documents to
ensute that height, bulk, architecture and/or signage will not be in vivid contrast to the
surrounding environment

e Landscaping, Light and Glare, Mechanical Equipment, and Model Home Complexes
Standard Conditions of Approval

City Landscaping Standard Conditions of Approval:

LS1  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit to the Director of
Development Services for review and approval a precise landscape and irrigation
construction plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect for the project consistent
with the conceptual landscape plans approved by the Planning Commission on ,
200_.
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LS2  Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy for the project, the applicant
shall have installed landscaping and irrigation in accordance with the approved plan. The
applicant shall submit a landscape installation verification letter to the Director of
Development Services from a licensed landscape architect indicating that the landscaping
for the project was installed in accordance with the approved plan.

LS3  If the City determines that site landscaping has fallen into disrepair, the City shall have
the right to enter the property and make the appropriate repairs, and the property owner
shall be responsible for any related City expenses. This shall be covered by an
appropriate agreement between the City and applicant. The form of the agreement to be
prepared by the applicant's attorney shall be subject to joint review and approval by the
Director of Development Services and City Attorney. The cost of the review shall be
paid by the applicant at the City's houtly billing rate. Maintenance of any landscaping
between the curb and the right-of-way line of any street abutting the parcel shall be the
responsibility of the owner of that parcel, unless a recognized association or district has
assumed responsibility for the maintenance.

City Light and Glare Standard Conditions of Approval:

LG1  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric survey for
the site. In addition, the applicant shall provide a note on the lighting plans that states
no direct lighting spillage shall be permitted to shine on any other property. The
proposed lighting standards shall be hooded or shielded to focus the light downward. A
Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued until the lighting has been reviewed and
approved by the Director of Development Services.

City Mechanical Equipment Standard Conditions of Approval:

ME1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans that insure
mechanical equipment placed on the roof such as, but not limited to, air conditioning,
heating, ventilating ducts and exhaust fans is screened from view to the adjacent streets
and properties through the use of approved roof screens, recessed roof wells and/or use
of the building parapets.

ME?2 Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall insure that mechanical
equipment placed on any roof such as, but not limited to, air conditioning, heating,
ventilating ducts and exhaust fans shall be screened from view through the use of
approved roof screens, recessed roof wells and/or use of the building parapets.

City Model Home Complex Standard Conditions of Approval:

MHC1 Within 60 days after the termination of the use of the subject property as a model
home/sales complex, the parking lot and temporaty fencing shall be removed or revised
as necessary to comply with the current applicable zoning regulations. Within six months
following the removal of the parking lot improvement and trailer, the lots upon which the
parking lot and trailer were situated shall be either planted with grass or improved with
dwellings; it is the purpose of this requirement to avoid a situation where the neighbors
look at unimproved vacant lots in this tract for an extended period of time.
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: None
3.3 AIR QUALITY

Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

e Project level review to determine construction and operation emissions
e Compliance with SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 (see MM3.3-7)

e Compliance with Title 24, Part 6, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential
and Nonresidential Buildings.

3.4 BIOLOGY
Project Design Features: Preservation of habitat areas on Sites 1 and 2.

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

e Compliance with NCCP/HCP including construction minimization measures listed on
page 3.4-34 of the Draft PEIR

e Compliance with applicable resource agency permitting requirements, including but not
limited to: California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Army Corps of Engineers.

e Biology standard conditions of approval

City Biology Standard Conditions of Approval:

BR1 The applicant shall comply with the requirements of state and federal agencies with
regards to construction within jurisdictional areas. This includes the applicant obtaining a
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish
and Game. A mitigation program will be subject to the review and approval of CDFG
during the process to obtain a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. Prior to the
issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall comply with the requirements of state
and federal agencies with regards to construction within the jurisdictional area(s).

BR2  The applicant shall comply with the requirements of state and federal agencies with
regards to construction within the jurisdictional areas. This includes the applicant
obtaining a Section 401 Water Quality Certification and a Section 404 (Clean Water Act)
permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers respectively. A mitigation program will be subject to the review and
approval of the Corps and the RWQCB during the processes to obtain a Section 404
permit and 401 Water Quality Certification.
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3.5 CULTURAL

Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

Archaeo/Paleo Standard Conditions of Approval

3.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS AND MINERAL RESOURCES

Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

Compliance with California Building Code Seismic Zone 4 Standards

Site specific review by California Certified Engineering Geologist

Implementation of National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Best
Management Practices (BMPs)

Preparation and implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
Grading Standard Conditions of Approval

City Grading Standard Conditions of Approval:

Gl1

G2

G3

Prior to the issuance of precise grading permits, the applicant shall prepare and submit a

final (precise) grading plan to the Building Division of the Development Services

Department showing building footprints, new and revised pads and elevations of finished

grades, drainage routes, retaining walls, erosion control, slope easements, structural best

management practices conforming to the approved water quality management plan, and

other pertinent information.

Prior to the issuance of precise grading permits, the applicant shall in a manner meeting

the approval of the City Engineer:

e Design provisions for surface drainage; and

e Design all necessary storm drain facilities extending to a satisfactory point of disposal
for the proper control and disposal of storm runoff; and

e Dedicate the associated easements to the City of Lake Forest, if determined necessary
by the City Engineer.

e Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and occupancy said improvements shall
be constructed in a manner meeting the approval of the City Engineer.

Prior to approval of the final design plans and issuance of a grading permit, the applicant

shall conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation for the entire site and prepare a

report that fully assesses the geologic and soil conditions of the site. As part of the report

preparation, soil sampling and any geotechnical testing will be completed at each location

where structures are to be erected. The report shall provide grading and structural design

recommendations for avoiding liquefaction, subsidence or collapse for each of the

proposed structures. The recommendations shall be implemented by the Project

Applicant.
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G4 During project grading and construction activities, the following measures shall be
implemented by the applicant as monitored by the Director of Development Services and
Director of Public Works/City Engineer.

A. Normal watering procedures or other dust palliative measures shall be followed
during earth moving and construction operations to minimize fugitive dust
emissions in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403. Soil binders shall be spread
on site, unpaved roads, and parking area in compliance with Rule 403.

B. Where practical, heavy duty construction equipment shall be kept on-site when
not in operation to minimize exhaust emissions associated with vehicles entering
and exiting the project site.

C. Restrict traffic speeds on all unpaved road to 15 miles per hour or less, and
provide a flag person to properly guide traffic and ensure safety at the
construction site.

D. Suspend all grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour and
during second stage smog alerts.

E. Comply with SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 which state that no dust impacts off-
site sufficient to be called a nuisance are created and restrict visible emissions
from construction and grading, respectively.

F. Use low emission mobile construction equipment (i.e., tractors, scrapers, dozers,
etc.) where practical. Shut off engines when not in use.

G. Maintain construction equipment in peak operating condition to reduce operating
emissions.

e Use low sulfur fuel for equipment to the extent feasible.
e Use clectric equipment whenever practicable.
e DMoisten soil to grading to 12% soil moisture.

e Water exposed surfaces at least twice daily under calm conditions and as often
as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or
during dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release
of visible emissions from the construction site.

e Treat any area that will be exposed for extended periods with a soil
conditioner to stabilize soil or temporarily plant with vegetation.

e Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of any trucks leaving
construction sites.

e Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt
dropped by construction vehicles or mud, which would otherwise be carried
off by trucks departing project sites.

e Provide for permanent sealing of all graded areas, as applicable, at the earliest
practicable time after soil disturbance.

G5 This project necessitates the construction of public and/or private infrastructure
improvements. Prior to the issuance of preliminary or precise grading permits, the
applicant shall construct, or enter into an agreement and post security, in a form and
amount acceptable to the City Engineer, guaranteeing the construction of public and/or
private improvements, in conformance with applicable City standards and the City's
Capital Improvement Policy, including but not limited to:
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a. Street improvements including, but not limited to: pavement, curb and gutter, medians,
sidewalks, drive approaches, street lighting, signing, striping as follows:

b. Traffic signal systems, interconnect traffic signal preemption devices and other traffic
control and management devices

c. Storm drain facilities

d. Subdrain facilities

e. Landscaping and computerized irrigation control system (for all public streets, parks
and public areas).

f. Sewer, reclaimed and/or domestic watet systems, as requited by the approptiate sewer
and water districts as well as the Orange County Fire Authority when appropriate.

¢. Riding, hiking and bicycle trails adjacent to or through the project site.

h. Undergrounding of existing overhead and proposed utility distribution lines.

1. Transit-related improvements depicted on the approved tentative map

Plans for improvements, including proposed and relocated utility lines, shall be approved
by the Public Works Director/City Engineer based on the City's ordinances, standards,
and policies, including, but not limited to, those design and construction standards
adopted by the City or otherwise reasonably determined by the Director to be applicable
to the project. Plans for signing, striping, and other traffic control devices shall be
approved by the City Traffic Engineer. Water improvement plans shall be approved by
the Fire Marshal, the local water district, and the Public Works Director/City Engineer.
The water distribution system and appurtenances shall conform to the applicable laws
and adopted regulations enforced by the Orange County Health Department. Public
sewer and reclaimed water improvement plans shall be approved by the local sewering
agency and the Public Works Director/City Engineet. The requitement for the reclaimed
water line for irrigation is contingent upon an existing line within reasonable proximity to
the site. Construction of improve™ments shall be under the inspection of the Public
Works Department.

Go6 Prior to issuance of any permit, any easement that lies within or crosses rights-of-way
proposed to be deeded or dedicated to the City, shall be subordinated by the applicant to
the City prior to City acceptance of the rights-of-way, unless otherwise exempted by the
Director of Public Works/City Engineer based on the City's ordinances, standards, and
policies, including, but not limited, to those design and construction standards adopted by
the City or otherwise reasonably determined by the Director to be applicable to the
project.

G7 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a recordable instrument providing for reciprocal
ingress and egress access easements between and among the parcels with access via
private drives shall be submitted by the applicant to the City of Lake Forest for review
and approval of the City Attorney, Director of Development Services and the Director of
Public Works/City Engineer. The instrument shall be approved if it is appropriate
recordable form, and adequately provides for reciprocal access in a manner consistent
with the City's ordinances, standards, and policies, including, but not limited, to those
public design and construction standards adopted by the City or otherwise reasonably
determined by the Directors to be applicable to the project.
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3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws regulating generation, handling,
transportation and disposal of hazardous materials and waste
e Hazardous Materials Standard Condition of Approval

City Hazardous Materials Standard Condition of Approval:

HZM!1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide a plan showing the
placement of underground storage tanks for the approval of the Development Services
Department.

3.8 HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Project Design Features:

The Proposed Project includes the adoption of a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.
The subsequent development projects will include Specific Project Design Features for hydrology
and water quality will be developed with project level entitlements.

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with NPDES, DAMP, Groundwater Management Plan

e Compliance with Lake Forest Municipal Code and County of Orange Codes regulating
drainage and water quality

e Compliance, where necessary with FEMA regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas
e Drainage/Flood/NPDES Standard Conditions of Approval

City Drainage/Flood/NPDES Standard Conditions of Approval:

DFNT1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a complete hydrology and hydraulic study
(include off-site areas affecting the development) shall be prepared by a qualified engineer
and shall be submitted by the applicant to the Director of Public Works/City Engineer
for review and approval. The report shall include detailed drainage studies indicating how
the grading, in conjunction with the drainage conveyance systems including applicable
swales, channels, street flows, catch basins, storm drains, and flood water retarding, will
allow building pads to be safe from inundation from rainfall runoff which may be
expected from all storms up to and including the theoretical 100-year flood.

DFN2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall demonstrate to the Building
Official that coverage has been obtained under California’s General Permit for Storm
Water Discharge Associated with Industrial Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of
Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board and a copy of the
subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID)
Number to the Building Official. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant
shall submit to the Building Official for review and approval a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A copy of the approved SWPPP shall be kept at the project
site and available for review upon request.
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DFN3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall prepare a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) specifically identifying the Best Management Practices
(BMP's) that will be used on site to control predictable pollutant runoff. The plan shall
identify the types of structural and non-structural measures to be used. The plan shall
comply with the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP). Particular
attention should be addressed to the appendix section "Best Management Practices for
New Development." The WQMP shall clearly show the locations of structural BMP’s,
and assignment of long term maintenance responsibilities (which shall also be included in
the Maintenance Agreement). The plan shall be prepared to the general form and
content shown in the City of Lake Forest’s WQMP Template and shall be submitted to
the Director of Public Works/City Engineer for review and approval. The DPW/CE
shall approve the plan if the Director reasonably determines that the plan is substantially
similar in all material respects to the City of Lake Forest’s WQMP Template.

DFN4 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall demonstrate that all
structural Best Management Practices (BMP) described in the project’s Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) have been constructed and installed. In addition, the
applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMP’s described in the project’s
WQMP. Two (2) copies of the WQMP shall be available on-site. Prior to the issuance of
a certificate of occupancy, all equipment shall be in place and in good working order as
indicated in the WQMP.

DFN5 This project includes land within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), subject to
inundation according to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) that has not been
addressed by an underlying subdivision map. Prior to the issuance of a precise grading
permit, the applicant shall furnish to the City Engineer documentation required by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for revision to the FIRM and Flood
Insurance Study (FIS), including additional data as required by FEMA. The applicant
shall pay all preliminary and subsequent fees as required by FEMA.

3.9 LAND USE/PLANNING
Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with Lake Forest Municipal Code, including Zoning, Planned Community

Text(s) as appropriate, Lake Forest General Plan policies, and the Uniform Building
Code.
3.10 NOISE

Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with Chapter 11.16, Noise Control, of the Lake Forest Municipal Code

Noise Standard Conditions of Approval:

N1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall produce written evidence, or
other evidence deemed reasonably acceptable by the Director of Development Services,
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that all construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, operated within 1,000 feet of
any residential dwelling unit shall be equipped with propetly operating and maintained
mufflers.

N2  Grading and construction, construction activities shall be prohibited between the hours of
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday; 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. Saturday; and at
any time on Sunday or a federal holiday.

N3 Prior to the issuance of building permits for each structure or tenant improvement other
than a parking structure, the applicant shall submit a final acoustical report prepared to
the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services. The report shall show that the
development will be sound attenuated against present and projected noise levels,
including roadway and railroad, to meet City interior and exterior noise standards. In
order to demonstrate that all mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
project, the report shall be accompanied by a list identifying the sheet(s) of the building
plans that include the approved mitigation measures.

3.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Project Design Features: None

e Approval of an Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (AHIP) is required by the
Development Agreement.

3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES
Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with OCFA Very High Fire Severity Hazard Zone/Special Fire Protection
Area guidelines
e Payment of statutory fees for public services (or enter into mitigation agreement for
schools as a project design feature). See Mitigation Measure 3.12-3.
e Seccured Fire Protection Agreement
e Tire Protection Standard Conditions of Approval

City Fire Protection Standard Conditions of Approval:

F1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall obtain approval of the Fire Chief
for all fire protection access roads within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior of every
structure on the site. The site plan shall indicate existing and any proposed fire hydrants.
The site plan shall indicate the locations of the existing and/or proposed fire lane
markings. Please contact the OCFA at (714) 573-6100 or visit the OCFA website to
obtain a copy of the “Guidelines for Emergency Access.”

F2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit construction details
for any access gate to the Fire Chief for review and approval. The Fire Chief will approve
the construction details if the Chief reasonably determines that the construction details
are in compliance with the Uniform Fire Code and such other Federal, State, and Local
laws, regulations, ordinances, standards, and policies as are applicable.

F3 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit evidence of the on-
site fire hydrant system to the Fire Chief and indicate whether it is public or private. If

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-17



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

the system is private, it shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Chief prior to building
permit issuance, and the applicant shall make provisions for the repair and maintenance
of the system in a manner meeting the approval of the Fire Chief.

F4 Prior to the issuance of a building permit for combustible construction, the applicant
shall submit a letter on company letterhead stating that water for fire-fighting purposes
and all weather fire protection access roads shall be in place and operational as required
by the Uniform Fire Code before any combustible materials are placed on the site.

F5 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide evidence of
adequate fire flow. The “Orange County Fire Authority Water Availability for Fire
Protection” form shall be signed by the applicable water district and submitted to the Fire
Chief for approval. If sufficient water to meet fire flow requirements is not available an
automatic fire extinguishing system may be required in each structure affected.

F6 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, plans for the automatic fire sprinkler system
shall be submitted to the Fire Chief for review and approval. This system shall be
operational prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy.

E7 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, the fire alarm system shall be
operational.
F8 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall contact the Orange County

Fire Authority Hazardous Materials Disclosure Office at (714) 744-0463 to complete and
submit a “Hazardous Materials Business Information and Chemical Inventory Packet.”

F9 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, all fire hydrants shall have a
“Blue Reflective Pavement Marker” indicating its location on the street or drive per the
Orange County Fire Authority Standard and are subject to review and approval by the
Fire Chief. On private property these markers are to be maintained in good condition by
the property owner.

3.13 RECREATION

Project Design Features:

As described in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft PEIR, the City’s Subdivision Ordinance would require
47 acres of neighborhood parks and 32 acres of community parks (for the Proposed Project).
The Proposed Project includes up to a 45-acre sports park and Community/Civic Center
complex and over 50 acres of neighborhood parks.

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:

Compliance with the City’s Subdivision Ordinance (Title 7 of the Lake Forest Municipal Code) is
required of all new residential development; the Proposed Project includes additional public
facilities as part of the project’s design features included in the Development Agreement.

3.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Project Design Features:

As described in Section 2.5.4 of the Draft PEIR, the project includes adoption of the Lake Forest
Traffic Mitigation Program (LFTM). The LFTM Program is a set of citywide transportation
improvements designed to maintain adequate levels of service on the City’s arterial street system.

e Participation in LFTM is required as part of the Development Agreement
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Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Fee Program and Parking Standard Conditions of Approval

City Fee Programs Standard Condition of Approval:

FFP1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay fees to the City of Lake
Forest as prescribed in the Major Thoroughfare and Bridge Fee Program, including but
not limited to the following:

e Foothill Circulation Phasing Plan — Zone 2, 3,4, 5 or 8

e Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor — Zone A or Zone B
e Santiago Canyon Road

e Drainage Fees ($945.00/Acte)

e ElToro Road

Parking Standard Condition of Approval:

PRK3 Overnight outside storage of vehicles shall be prohibited.

PRK4 No overnight sleeping or camping shall be permitted on the property. Signs stating such
shall be posted within the parking lot.

3.15 UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS
Project Design Features: None

Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:
e Compliance with Source Reduction and Recycling Element for solid waste reduction
e Compliance with Title 24 California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings.

M Topical Response 4—NCCP/HCP

As discussed within Impact 3.4-1 and Impact 3.4-2 of the Draft PEIR, the project is within the Central
and Coastal Orange County Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan
(NCCP/HCP). The purpose of the NCCP/HCP is to create a multi-species multi-habitat reserve system
and implement a long-term management program that will protect primarily coastal sage scrub and the
species that utilize this habitat. At the same time that it protects this habitat and the associated species,
the NCCP/HCP is also intended to allow for economic use of the lands. As discussed in Section 3.4.7
(Planning and Regulatory Framework), the Central and Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP provides
measures to reduce impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat (CSS), the plan’s “Covered Species,” and other
species that occupy this habitat through implementation of avoidance measures and payment of
mitigation fees on a per acre of Coastal Sage Scrub removed basis. The mitigation fee for CSS occupied
by coastal California gnatcatchers is $65,000 per acre. This money would be paid to the Nature Reserve
of Orange County ptior to the removal of any CSS. In addition, as the project is within the NCCP/HCP
area, there is a list of construction minimization measures that must also be followed to be in compliance
within the NCCP/HCP. The construction minimization measures have been designed in consultation
with state and federal resource agencies to reduce potential construction impacts to species within the
CSS habitat to less than significant levels.

Per the Implementation Agreement with state and federal resources agencies, payment of the
NCCP/HCP fee and implementation of the construction avoidance measures would reduce potential

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-19



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

impacts (both under CEQA and under state and federal Endangered Species Acts) to NCCP/HCP-covered
sensitive species to less-than-significant levels by ensuring compliance with approved conservation plans,
preserving their habitat, and avoiding construction impacts for species that are known to occur on site.
Where impacts to NCCP/HCP-covered species and habitat occur, compliance with the requirements of
the NCCP/HCP reduces the impact to less than significant and no further mitigation is required.

M Topical Response 5—Existing Impaired Hydrological Conditions

According to the studies cited on pages 3.8-39 to 3.8-41 of the Draft PEIR, as well as the Serrano Creek
Collaborative Use Plan prepared by the City, flow within both the Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano
Creek have been altered by prior development within the watershed. Development of impervious
surfaces within the upper watersheds and the absence of stormwater detention contribute to greater
storm flow within these tributaries. Furthermore, the flood events have removed significant amounts of
riparian vegetation along these corridors, resulting in greater bank instability. Higher flow rates,
combined with reduced riparian vegetation (reduced bank stability) are contributing to considerable bank
erosion; at some locations along the Serrano Creek, banks cut by these higher flow rates are estimated to
exceed 30 vertical feet.

Although existing conditions may be contributing to impairment of Serrano Creek and the Borrego
Canyon Wash, the CEQA analysis for determining the potential environmental impacts of this project
requires that the post-project conditions be compared to existing conditions and not to non-impaired
conditions. Consequently, even if existing conditions are currently impaired or impacted, if the Proposed
Project does not exacerbate these conditions, then the impact is considered either no-impact or less-
than-significant. The CEQA environmental analysis is not required to include an assessment of ways to
fix existing impaired conditions or implementation of mitigation measures to alleviate existing problems.
Furthermore, it is not within the scope of this document to detail site specific stream geomorphology,
sedimentation and erosion rates, adequacy of conveyance capacity, and specific causes contributing to
existing impairment (see Topical Response 1 also addresses the degree to which existing/baseline
conditions are assessed and Topical Response 2 addresses the level of detail required for a Programmatic
EIR compared to a Project-level EIR).

A number of letters included comments regarding Serrano Creek. The Draft PEIR addressed potential
program level impacts to the Creek. More specific hydrology studies will be required of all applicants at
the project level. While additional analysis of Serrano Creek is not necessary at the program level, it
should be noted that long and short-term solutions for Serrano Creek and Borrego Canyon Wash are
currently underway and are independent of the Opportunities Study project.

Under a recent agreement between the County of Orange, City of Lake Forest, IRWD and the
Autumnwood Homeowners Association, an interim slope stabilization project was completed in Serrano
Creek within the Autumnwood Homeowners Association. As part of an on-going effort to restore
Serrano Creek, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed and executed by the County of
Orange, Orange County Flood Control District, City of Lake Forest and IRWD. With the County as
lead, several grant opportunities are being explored to fix Serrano Creek.

The County also committed to developing restoration efforts and long-term solutions for Serrano Creek
and Borrego Canyon Wash. The first step is to identify grant sources and potentially develop cost share

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-20



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

agreements between the Army Corps of Engineers, the County, and local cost-share partners. The
anticipated program includes the following: feasibility study, restoration project design, permits, bidding,
construction, maintenance, and monitoring.

B Topical Response 6—Runoff to Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and
Aliso Creek

Prior development within the Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek subwatershed has contributed to
erosion and sediment transport within the San Diego Creek watershed. As noted in the Draft PEIR (p.
3.8-30) and by the RWQCB in its comment letter(s), the San Diego Creek watershed is currently listed as
impaired by sediment with existing TMDLs and further contributions to erosion and sediment transport
could potentially be significant.

Program Level Analysis

As discussed in Topical Response 2, the OSA DEIR is a program-level EIR. A comparison of pre- and
post-project runoff coefficients is used in the Draft PEIR to provide an indication of potential effects of
the Proposed Project on stormwater runoff and consequently, potential increases in bank erosion and
bedload transport. More runoff could result in more bank erosion and sediment transport. At the
program-level, no project-induced increases in flows are anticipated because on a number of the sites the
existing landscape consists of fairly steep, pootly-vegetated slopes with low infiltration soils.
Consequently, estimates of existing runoff coefficients are fairly high. In the case of Aliso Creek, the
potentially affected lands draining towards Aliso Creek already likely experience a high amount of runoff.
Although development of an undeveloped or vacant property will often increase the amount of
imperviousness (and therefore, increase the potential for runoff), it also requires grade leveling,
landscaping, and stormwater quality BMPs. Implementation of these features will reduce the amount of
stormwater runoff in order to comply with requirements established by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and in some cases, increase the amount of infiltration, which offset the potential increase
in runoff because of more impervious surfaces. (Additional text has been added to the Impact 3.8-1
discussion in the Draft PEIR in order to clarify this situation).

As noted in the Draft PEIR analysis, there would be no net increase in erosion and sediment transport to
San Diego Creek or Newport Bay with implementation of the Proposed Project because Proposed
Project runoff flow rates would not increase and a Water Quality Management Plan would be required
prior to approval of a Parcel Map or Tentative Tract Map (MM 3.8-1) in compliance with the existing
municipal NPDES permit.

In response to questions received regarding runoff into Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek,
Table 3.8-1 and Table 3.8-2 from the Draft PEIR have been revised to to separate out information for
each subwatershed (Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and Aliso Creek) and split out potential
impacts to the individual drainages, Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek within the San Diego
Creek watershed. Site 1 information was also modified based on an initial hydrology study for the
project-level proposed development on this site, which is now available. The more specific calculations
do not change the significance of post-project and pre-project runoff differences for Site 1, compared to
the Draft PEIR analysis. This new information was incorporated into the final document in order to
provide for consistency between the PEIR and the project-level analyses. Both the direction of flow
(which watershed would receive runoff water) and actual runoff rates change based on the new
information, but the impacts and their magnitude do not change.
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It should be noted that because of number rounding, the existing conditions runoff coefficients in
Table 3.8-1 may seem equal to the Proposed Project runoff coetficients. However, very slight differences
are apparent in the percent changes noted in Table 3.8-2. These differences are not significant, although
post-development conditions will have lower runoff coefficients (by about -3 percent). As shown in the
Table, runoff will be less with the Proposed Project, than under existing conditions.

Revised Table 3.8-1
Assigned Runoff Coefficients for the Proposed Project

Runoff Coefficient
Site Existing General Plan Proposed Project Watershed*
Borrego 82%
1 0.24 0.60 0.23 Serrano 18%
Aliso 80%
2 0.48 0.56 0.32 Serrano 20%
3 0.48 0.66 0.38 Serrano 100%
Aliso 80%
4 0.48 0.70 0.60 Serrano 20%
Aliso 50%
5 0.44 0.50 0.30 Serrano 50%
6 0.44 0.25 0.30 Serrano 100%
7 0.46 0.60 0.50 Serrano 100%
Watercourse Composite
Borrego 0.24 0.60 0.23
Serrano 0.41 0.59 0.33
Watershed Composite
San Diego Creek 0.31 0.59 0.28
Aliso Creek 0.48 0.58 0.37
Total ** 0.36 0.59 0.30

SOURCE: EIP Associates 2006 and Lake Forest Department of Public Works

* Where the site may drain to more than one watercourse, the estimated percent of area draining to each watercourse is
identified.

** The total is a blended coefficient.
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Revised Table 3.8-2

Magnitude of Runoff Coefficient Change
for the Proposed Project

Change in Proposed Plan Runoff Coefficient
Site Existing Conditions (%) General Plan Conditions (%)
1 -4.2 -61.7
2 -33.3 -42.9
3 -20.8 -42.4
4 25.0 -14.3
5 -31.8 -40.0
6 -31.8 20.0
7 8.7 -16.7
Watercourse Composite
Borrego -4.2 -61.7
Serrano -18.2 -43.3
Watershed Composite
San Diego Creek -12.2 -53.7
Aliso Creek -23.6 -37.1
Total -15.6 -48.7

SOURCE: EIP Associates 2006 and Lake Forest Department of Public Works

A comparison of the approximate runoff from Opportunities Study properties in Table 3.8-2 indicates
that implementation of the Proposed Project would likely lower the overall runoff rate within the San
Diego Creek watershed. As explained eatlier, this is because the existing landscapes are steep, with low-
infiltration soils, and poor vegetative cover. Development of these parcels, however, would require grade
modifications (less steep slopes) and landscaping (more infiltration and good vegetative cover), which
would lower the overall runoff rate. Lower runoff, because of the Proposed Project, means that there
would be no net increase in bank erosion or bedload sediment transport compared to existing conditions.

Program- Level Mitigation

The Draft PEIR includes several mitigation strategies for reducing erosion and the project would be
subject to standard conditions and Best Management Practices (BMPs). Topical Response 3 details
standard conditions that will apply to the project. Additionally, implementation of a new mitigation
measure MM 3.8-5 added in response to comments to clarify the requirement that there would be no net
increase in peak rate or amount of runoff entering any of these drainages. Mitigation measures MM 3.8-
1, M 3.8-2, and M 3.8-5 describe specific strategies for reducing runoff that would not adversely affect
current erosion or water quality conditions. For example, for compliance with the existing municipal
NPDES permit and Drainage Area Master Plan (DAMP), a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)
would be developed to assure that post-construction BMPs would be implemented to prevent further
degradation of water quality (MM 3.8-1). (A copy of the City’s WQMP Template is available at:
http://www.city-lakeforest.com/pdf/forms-2005/Take%20Forest%20WQMP%20Template%20121205
.doc) Please refer to additional discussion of BMPs that can be used to reduce site runoff, referenced on
page 3.8-33-34 of the Draft PEIR. As stated on page 3.8-37 of the Draft PEIR, implementation of
mitigation measures M 3.8-1 through M 3.8-4 would reduce potential Proposed Project impacts on water
quality to less-than-significant levels. The addition of mitigation measure M 3.8-5 would assure that post-
project stormwater runoff rate would not exceed existing conditions, which would prevent an increase in
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potential streambed and bank erosion. Therefore, the Draft PEIR analysis and mitigation of potential
erosion and pollutant adverse impacts is adequate.

Project Level Review and Mitigation

In addition to these mitigation measures, as specific development projects are brought forward, site
specific environmental review will be undertaken and hydraulic analysis will be done as part of project-
level environmental review. Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 requires that prior to issuance of a grading permit
for any development within the Opportunities Study area, the applicant must conduct a detailed
hydrology and hydraulics study. As part of project-level environmental review, site-specific drainage and
water quality features that will be incorporated into the proposed development will be analyzed and the
impacts of project-specific runoff and hydrology will be analyzed to determine if additional mitigation
measures are required to mitigate potential flooding and water quality impacts to less than significant.

Because this is Programmatic EIR, site specific details are not available. Site specific details associated
with the various site included in the Proposed Project drainage and potential BMPs are, therefore, not
included in this analysis. Please refer to Topical Response 2, which provides further details on Project vs.
Programmatic EIRs.

Consistency With San Diego Creek Flood Control Master Plan (SDCFCMP)

With the mitigation measures specified for the project, which include preparation of project-level
hydrology and hydraulic studies for the project sites and the specification of project-level mitigation
measures to prevent post-construction stormflows from exceeding pre-construction volumes and rates,

(see for example revised Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 and Topical Response 6) the project will be consistent
with the San Diego Creek Flood Control Master Plan (SDCFCMP).

B Topical Response 7 - Portola Hills Issues

DENSITY AND COMPATIBILITY:

What Could Be Built Today On The Portola Center Property

The 250 acres of vacant land that remains in the Portola Hills Planned Community was approved by the
County of Orange as part of the original Master Plan for Commercial, Business Park and Open Space
uses. Approximately 544,500 square feet of commercial use, 2.3 million square feet of Business Park and
44 acres of open space are permitted.

To provide a basis for comparison, the permitted commercial component alone (544,500 square feet)
would be nearly equal in size to the entire Foothill Ranch Mervyns/Target shopping center and the Wal
Mart/Babies R Us center combined. The exact calculation is provided below. Although these combined
centers are 49,844 square feet larger than what could be built in Portola Hills, this example provides a
good visual of the type and magnitude of commercial development that is permitted under the current
commercial zoning in Portola Hills.

Business Square footage
Mervyn’s 77,500

Target 121,387
Michael’s 25,689
Wendy’s 3,178
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Chili’s 5,765
Del Taco 2,388
Small shops 51,663
World Savings 3,350
Kuta Grill 6,287
Denny’s 4,995
Wal-Mart 163,126
Babies R Us &

Sport Chalet 103,904
In N Out 2,912
Kindercare 10,000
Good Year 6,097
Union Bank 6,103
TOTAL 594,344

The allowable Business Park development on the Portola Center (Site 2) property is 2.3 million square
feet. By way of comparison the business park developments that are contained within the area bounded
by the 241 Toll Road, Portola Parkway, Glenn Ranch Road and the Edison transmission lines is
approximately 2 million square feet.

The Difference Between A “Business Park” And An “Industrial” Land Use Designation

The Portola Hills Business Park designation allows for a wide variety of uses. According to the County
documents, the intent of this land use is to permit the location of “compatible light manufacturing;
business, professional and administrative offices; general manufacturing; service industries; contractor
and construction industries; and in certain areas, subject to stringent performance standards, indoor or
outdoor manufacture or storage of heavy equipment or materials.”

The Oakley project, mentioned in many of the letters, was built in the Foothill Ranch Planned
Community, on land designated as Foothill Ranch Industrial. The planning documents approved by the
County of Orange describe the intent of this Foothill Ranch Industrial District with virtually the same
language as the Portola Hills Business Park description. The only difference between these zoning
designations is that surface mining and batch plants are permitted in the Foothill Ranch Industrial zone.
Therefore, the property in Portola Hills that is designated Business Park could be developed with uses
similar to what is found in the Foothill Ranch Industrial zones with the exception of the mining and
batch plants.

Here is a list of the uses that are permitted today in the Portola Hills Business Park area:

Manufacturing plants and facilities
Assembly plants and facilities
Research laboratories and facilities
Product development facilities
Testing laboratories and facilities
Service industries

Distribution, storage and warehousing
Construction industries

Boat/RV storage

Mini warehousing
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Motion picture/recording studios

Administrative, professional and business offices

Service commercial (restaurants, hotels)

Rental and sales of autos, RV’s, trucks, trailers and boats

Auto repair, body repair and paint shops

Tire recapping facilities

Rental/sale for garden and home equipment

Rental/sale for agticultural, industrial and construction equipment

Wholesale/retail lumber yards, plumbing supplies and home improvement

Wholesale/retail nurseries

Commercial recreation

Historical, religious and charitable structures

Public utilities and facilities including electrical distribution facilities and offices, wastewater treatment
plants, sewage and solid waste treatment plants, disposal or resource recovery facilities, water reclamation
facilities, production, distribution, storage or treatment facilities for electricity, water, sewage, telephone
or telegraph

Land Uses Proposed For Portola Center Under the 2006 Proposed Project

The proposed plan includes predominately residential, commercial and open space uses. A total of 1,132
units are proposed for Portola Center (Site 2), which includes up to 525 single family homes and up to
607 multi family units. The multi family units can either be for sale or rent. The plan also proposes

178,720 square feet of commercial development and 10 acres of neighborhood parks for Portola Center
(Site 2).

How The Proposed Project’s Residential Development for Portola Center Compares With The
Existing Development In Portola Hills

The City has prepared an exhibit and chart that depicts the existing and proposed residential densities in
Portola Hills and Portola Center. As can be seen, the overall density of Portola Hills is 6.25 units per
acre. The proposed Portola Center is 7.3 units per acre overall under the 2006 Proposed Project.

Commenters have expressed concerns regarding the proposed density of the Portola Center (Site 2)
development. When comparing densities among planning areas or projects, it is important to ensure that
the same type of measurement is used for both properties. Tables 8.2-1 and 8.2-2 compare the existing
density of Portola Hills with the 2006 Proposed Project density of the Portola Center community. This
is a simple gross density calculation which takes the total acreage for each project area excluding public
facilities such as parks, schools, dedicated open space and arterial roadways. The range of densities for
the various existing communities in Portola Hills is 3.1 du/ac to 18.4 du/ac, with a total average density
of 6.25 du/ac.
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PORTOLA HILLS
DENSITY COMPARISON

Table 8.2-1
Existing Portola Hills Density

2,181 homes on 348 acres = 6.25 units per acre

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 TOTAL
Acres | 121 | 425 | 245 | 328 | 39.7 | 188 | 232 | 293 | 182 | 338 | 16.6 | 122 | 262 | 149 348.8

Units 90 192 76 114 142 166 99 113 93 212 159 225 300 198 2181
Units

per 7.4 4.5 3.1 3.5 3.6 8.9 43 3.9 5.1 6.3 9.6 184 | 114 | 133 6.25
Acre

As shown in Table 8.2-2, the range of densities for proposed Portola Center would be 3.5 to 24.2 du/ac,
with a total average density of 7.66 du/ac under the 2006 Proposed Project.

Table 8.2-2
Proposed Portola South Density
2006 Proposed Project

1,132 homes on 148 acres = 7.6 units per acre

A B C D E F G H TOTAL

Acres 22.62 | 57.21 | 9.6 3.1 94 | 84 | 15.6 | 21.9 | 147.81
Units 93 199 | 200 40 | 226 | 141 | 113 | 120 1132
Units per

4.1 3.5 | 20.7% | 13.1*% | 242 | 16.7 | 7.3 5.5 7.66
Acre

* Planning Area C is proposed to be Mixed Use Area that also includes 150,120 sf
of commercial space

** Planning Area D is proposed to be a Mixed Use Area that also includes 28,600
st of commercial space

The density calculation includes internal slopes and residential streets in both the existing and proposed
development areas. The Figure 8.2-1 shows a dark line around the limits of development and includes
only the existing and proposed developed areas in the density calculation.
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Figure 8.2-1 — 2006 Proposed Project: 1,132 Dwelling Unit Plan
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A concern related to density is compatibility. While overall density can give the reader a baseline
comparison of the relative intensity of development, residential product types are an important
component of compatibility. While the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change would not mandate
specific types of housing units, such as rental, ownership, attached or detached, a mix of product types
has been included in the Portola Center concept plan. These types include: apartments, detached single
family homes on a variety of lot sizes, and attached single family homes (condominiums). While the
existing Portola Hills development does not include any rental apartments, the densities of the
apartments in the proposed plan would not differ significantly from the existing for-sale condominium
developments.

The Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment would allow for a variety of residential densities
throughout the project. The proposed zoning would include unit caps that would dictate the maximum
development on each of the project sites.

In addition, the density of the Proposed Project should be considered in conjunction with the potential
environmental impacts associated with that density in comparison to the existing entitlements. For
example, the trips associated with the Proposed Project are 60% less than those estimated for the existing
entitlements at Site 2, as detailed under the heading “Traffic in the Vicinity of Portola Hills,” below.

Land Uses Proposed For Portola Center Under Alternative 7

In response to community input, a seventh project alternative was developed in 2007 which comprised
elements of several project alternatives analyzed in the 2006 Draft PEIR. The analysis of this alternative
can be found in Chapter 7.

As described more fully in Chapter 7, Alternative 7 includes predominately residential, commercial and
open space uses. A total of 930 units are proposed for Portola Center (Site 2), which includes up to 481
single family homes and up to 449 multi family units. The multi family units can either be for sale or
rent. Alternative 7 also proposes 40,000 square feet of commercial development and 8 acres of
neighborhood parks for Portola Center (Site 2).

How Alternative 7’s Residential Development for Portola Center Compares With The Existing
Development In Portola Hills

The City has prepared an exhibit and chart that depicts the existing and proposed residential densities in
Portola Hills and Portola Center under Alternative 7. As can be seen, the overall density of Portola Hills
is 6.25 units per acre. Under Alternative 7, the proposed Portola Center is 6.46 units per acre overall.

Commenters have expressed concerns regarding the proposed density of the Portola Center (Site 2)
development. When comparing densities among planning areas or projects, it is important to ensure that
the same type of measurement is used for both properties. Tables 8.2-3 and 8.2-4 compare the existing
density of Portola Hills with the proposed density of the Portola Center community under Alternative 7.
This is a simple gross density calculation which takes the total acreage for each project area excluding
public facilities such as parks, schools, dedicated open space and arterial roadways. The range of
densities for the vatious existing communities in Portola Hills is 3.1 du/ac to 18.4 du/ac, with a total
average density of 6.25 du/ac.
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PORTOLA HILLS
DENSITY COMPARISON

Table 8.2-3
Existing Portola Hills Density

2,181 homes on 348 acres = 6.25 units per acre

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 TOTAL
Acres | 12.1 42.5 | 24.5 32.8 | 39.7 18.8 | 23.2 | 29.3 18.2 | 33.8 16.6 12.2 | 26.2 14.9 348.8
Units 90 192 76 114 142 166 99 113 93 212 159 225 300 198 2181
Units
per 7.4 4.5 3.1 3.5 3.6 8.9 4.3 3.9 5.1 6.3 9.6 18.4 114 | 133 6.25
Acre

As shown in Table 8.2-4, under Alternative 7 the range of densities for proposed Portola Center would
be 3.8 to 15.3 du/ac, with a total average density of 6.46 du/ac.

Table 8.2-4
Proposed Portola Center Density
Alternative 7

930 homes on 144 acres = 6.46 units per acre

A B (o] D E F TOTAL
Actes 22 | 51 | 5% | 7 | 24 | 40 144
Units 84 | 199 | 0 82 | 367 ] 198 | 930
Unitsper | 5o | 39 | o« | 117 153 49 | 646
Acre

* Not included in density calculation.
**Planning Area D is proposed for Mixed Use to include 40,000 sf
of commercial space

The density calculation includes internal slopes and residential streets in both the existing and proposed
development areas. The Figure 8.2-2 shows a dark line around the limits of development and includes
only the existing and proposed developed areas in the density calculation.

A concern related to density is compatibility. While overall density can give the reader a baseline
comparison of the relative intensity of development, residential product types are an important
component of compatibility. While the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change would not mandate
specific types of housing units, such as rental, ownership, attached or detached, a mix of product types
has been included in the Portola Center concept plan. These types include: apartments, detached single
family homes on a variety of lot sizes, and attached single family homes (condominiums). While the
existing Portola Hills development does not include any rental apartments, the densities of the
apartments in Alternative 7 would not differ significantly from the existing for-sale condominium
developments.
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Figure 8.2-2 — Alternative 7: 930 Dwelling Unit Plan
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The Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment would allow for a variety of residential densities
throughout the project. The proposed Alternative 7 zoning would include unit caps that would dictate
the maximum development on each of the project sites.

In addition, the density of Alternative 7 should be considered in conjunction with the potential
environmental impacts associated with that density in comparison to the existing entitlements. For
example, the trips associated with Alternative 7 are 75% less than those estimated for the existing
entitlements at Site 2, as detailed under the heading “Traffic in the Vicinity of Portola Hills,” below.

Parking For The Multi Family Units

Parking is required in accordance with the standards contained in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Both
resident and guest parking is required. For attached units, the required parking increases in relation to
the number of bedrooms in the unit.

TRAFFIC AT INTERSECTIONS:
Several comments on the Draft PEIR expressed concerns about the traffic that will be generated by the
proposed Portola Center development. Many expressed additional concerns that existing traffic

conditions are unacceptable and requested review of additional intersections within Portola Hills as part
of the Draft PEIR.

Traffic Generation Proposed Project

As the 250 acre parcel of land is currently vacant, obviously no traffic is generated at the present time by
it. The development of the currently approved land uses (Business Park and Commercial) would
generate an additional 47,588 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to today’s traffic load. The 2006 Proposed
Project (1,132 units), would generate 19,226 trips, which represents a 60 % reduction in traffic compared
to the land uses that are permitted today. This is a significant reduction in traffic.

Traffic Generation Alternative 7

As the 250 acre parcel of land is currently vacant, obviously no traffic is generated at the present time by
it. The development of the currently approved land uses (Business Park and Commercial) would
generate an additional 47,588 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to today’s traffic load. The proposed
Alternative 7 residential (930 unit) plan would generate 11,902 trips, which represents a 75 % reduction
in traffic compared to the land uses that are permitted today. This is a significant reduction in traffic.

Traffic Counts

Traffic counts were taken by the City in April of 2005. The owner of Portola Center undertook an
additional traffic study and gathered traffic counts in July of 2006 in conjunction with the draft project-
level traffic study described below. Although it is a commonly accepted practice to adjust summer
counts and add in the school trips, the City notified the owner of Portola Center that new counts must
be taken when school is in session, as a part of the project-level review. Additional traffic counts were
performed while school was in session, as requested.

Intersections Studied

The Draft PEIR evaluates 39 intersections in the Study Area and an additional 31 intersections in the
Extended Study Area, for a comprehensive review of the potential transportation impacts of the
Proposed Project. The Study Area and Extended Study Area for the Traffic Study was determined based
on peak hour intersection criteria; the Traffic Study includes all major intersections where the
Opportunities Study program would increase traffic by more than one percent. Intersections
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experiencing less than a one percent increase would not be impacted by the Proposed Project. Please see
Draft PEIR Appendix I for a detailed explanation of the Traffic Study area.

In addition, while the analysis of project level intersections is not part of the program-level analysis (See
Topical Response 2, Program Level vs Project Level EIR), the Lake Forest Transportation Mitigation
Program (LFTM) is a project component. The LFTM Program requires analysis of intersections within
each of the sites as part of project-level review, as well as analysis of a specific list of eighteen
intersections (called “secondary improvements”) at the project level, as part of a project level traffic
study. Seven intersections are specified for the Portola Center applicant to study as part of the project
level traffic study. The seven required intersections for Portola Center are:

e El Toro Road at Glenn Ranch Road,

e Saddleback Ranch Road at Malabar Road,

e Saddleback Ranch Road at Millwood Road,

e Marguerite Parkway at El Toro Road,

e Marguerite Parkway at Los Alisos Boulevard,

e Marguerite Parkway at Santa Margarita Parkway, and
e Los Alisos Boulevard at Santa Margarita Parkway

Secondary improvements outside of Portola Center which will receive project level review as part of the
project-level traffic studies for those sites include:

e Bake Parkway & Baffin Bay (if access is taken via Baffin Bay) — (Shea/Baker)
e Bake Parkway & Rancho Parkway (Shea/Baker)

e Bake Parkway & Ranch Parkway South (Shea/Baker)
e Biscayne Bay & Commercentre Drive (IRWD)

¢ Dimension Drive & Commercentre Drive IRWD)

e Indian Ocean & Commercentre Drive IRWD)

e Bake Parkway & Dimension Drive (IRWD)

e Osterman Road & Regency Lane (Whisler)

e Lake Forest Drive & Regency Lane (Whisler)

e Peachwood & Tamarisk (Pacific Heritage)

e Peachwood & Trabuco Road (Pacific Heritage)

The list of secondary intersections does not include Glenn Ranch Road at Saddleback Ranch Road
because that intersection is considered a project feature and will be analyzed as such as part of project-
level review. However, a preliminary study was conducted and while mitigation at Glenn Ranch Road
and Saddleback Ranch Road was not warranted, the owner of Portola Center has added a project design
feature to this intersection to improve operations, as described more fully below in the discussion of the
Draft site-specific Traffic Study for Portola Center. Project features are funded completely by the
developer. The project level traffic study will determine what improvements are necessary to the
intersections within the project area and will determine the developer’s fair share of the improvements to
the secondary intersections.
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While the Level of Service (LOS) and Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) calculations indicate that
the intersection of Glenn Ranch Road and Portola Parkway is operating at an acceptable Level of
Service, field observations indicate that during the afternoon peak period there is a concentration of
traffic in the left lane on the east bound section of Portola Parkway approaching Glenn Ranch Road and
SR-241. This is due to the heavy left turn movements at the two consecutive intersections where drivers
prepare for making left turns onto Glenn Ranch Road or SR-241. Additionally, an operational concern
exists in the morning peak period due to the short southbound free right turn from Glenn Ranch Road
to westbound Portola Parkway. Analysis of operational solutions to the existing conditions at this
intersection by the City are on-going. Also, the Portola Center applicant will study this intersection at the
project-level stage as required by the Development Agreement.

Site Specific Traffic Studies

Site specific traffic studies will be required for each of the participating properties in the Opportunities
Study Area to determine where traffic signals, lane augmentation, stop signs and other localized
improvements will be required. This type of improvement is a “Project Feature”, unique to each of the
parcels that comprise the Opportunities Study. This level of study takes place when subdivision maps
are submitted for the precise development of each property and a site specific environmental document
is prepared. The intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road, which is located
entirely within the Portola Center property, is a “Project Feature” of the proposed Portola Center
development.

The City’s General Plan and the Opportunities Study EIR include performance criteria to which all
intersections must conform. The exact improvements/geometrics and costs are defined at the project
level environmental review.

The focus at the current Program level analysis is system-wide cumulative impacts, appropriate for a
General Plan Amendment. The City’s goals are to (1) to ensure a funding mechanism is in place to pay
for the cumulative system-wide improvements that are not Project Features tied to a single development
(which would be fully funded by the applicant); (2) to create a benefit for all Lake Forest residents in the
form of enhanced mitigation; and (3) to impose standards for future performance and a process to
ensure that performance occurs.

Site Specific Traffic Study — Draft Traffic Study for Portola Center

Commenters have expressed concerns regarding project-level traffic impacts for Portola Center (Site 2),
including impacts at the intersection of Glenn Ranch Road and Saddleback Ranch Road. While the
analysis of project-level intersections is not part of the program-level analysis, the Draft PEIR does
evaluate 39 intersections in the overall Opportunity Study Area and 31 intersections in the Extended
Study Area. The exact improvements, potential impacts, and mitigation measures related to intersections
and roadways for each property in the Opportunity Study Area, including the Portola Center, are
required to be evaluated in the project-level environmental review. Project-level environmental review
shall occur when the subdivision maps are submitted for precise development of each property
(Opportunities Study Program Draft EIR, p. 7-12).

While the study of the project-level intersections is not required under CEQA for the Opportunity Study
Program, a draft traffic study (“Draft Portola Center Traffic Study”), which analyzes the development of
the Portola Center has been conducted by the applicant. The Draft project-level Portola Center Traffic
Study assumes that Portola Center will be developed with 915 residential units, which is consistent with
the range of 904 to 930 units covered in the different project alternatives, 40,000 square feet of
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commercial, and 9.8 acres of park use. Eleven intersections were analyzed as part of the Draft Portola
Center Traffic Study including Glenn Ranch Road and Saddleback Ranch Road, Glenn Ranch Road and
El Toro Road, Marguerite Parkway and El Toro Road, Marguerite Parkway and Los Alisos Boulevard,
Marguerite Parkway and Santa Margarita Parkway, Los Alisos Boulevard and Santa Margarita Parkway,
Saddleback Ranch Road and Malabar Road, Saddleback Ranch Road and Millwood Road, Saddleback
Ranch Road and Project Driveway #1 (N.E. Quad, W.B), Saddleback Ranch Road and Project Driveway
#2 (N.W. Quad, E.B), Glenn Ranch Road and Project Driveway #3 (N.E. Quad, S.B).

The Draft Portola Center Traffic Study analyzes the intersections using the Intersection Capacity
Utilization (“ICU”) methodology, which is the standard methodology utilized by the City of Lake Forest
to determine whether a project would have potential traffic impacts. Under the ICU methodology, the
City of Lake Forest has established a significance threshold of Level of Service (“LOS”) D as the
minimum acceptable operating LOS at intersections during peak hours.

The following table summarizes the ICU methodology analysis for the Saddleback Ranch Road and
Glenn Ranch Road intersection under (1) existing baseline conditions, (2) near-term 2010 baseline
condition without the development of the Portola Center, (3) near-term 2010 baseline condition with
development of Portola Center and (4) near-term 2010 baseline condition with development of the
Portola Center plus cumulative buildout (assumes that all vacant lands in the City would be developed).

Table 8.2-5
Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road Intersection
Analysis AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
IcU LOS Icu LOS
Existing Baseline Condition 0.38 A 0.31 A
Near-Term 2010 Baseline | 0.48 A 0.35 A
Conditions (No Project)
Near-Term 2010 Conditions Plus | 0.64 B 0.44 A
Project
Cumulative  Near-Term 2010 | 0.63 B 0.45 A
Conditions (Buildout Plus Project)

Under all these conditions the intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road would
operate at better than LOS D and no significant impacts would occur. In addition, all other
intersections studied in the Draft Portola Center Traffic Study would operate at a LOS D or better and
no significant impacts would occur. However, several comments have been made regarding the effective
operation of the intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road. Accordingly, the
applicant has agreed to implement a project design feature, which is the development a free-right turn
lane on southbound Saddleback Ranch Road onto westbound Glenn Ranch Road. Thus, although the
intersection would operate at an LOS A or B, which is better than the City’s significance threshold of
LOS D, this project design feature would further improve operation at the intersection of Saddleback
Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road.

TRAFFIC IN THE VICINITY OF PORTOLA HILLS:

The existing Portola Hills Planned Community includes an undeveloped business park and commercial
component on the site identified as Site 2 in the Draft PEIR. The Opportunities Study program
proposes to redesignate the area available for business park and commercial development for residential
and mixed uses. While the proposed residential uses would increase traffic as compared to current levels,
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residential uses generate fewer trips than commercial and Business Park uses. Tables A-2 and A-3 in
Draft PEIR Appendix I, Traffic Study, contain a detailed trip generation comparison at the Traffic
Analysis Zone level. The following is a comparison of the trips that would be generated by both types of
land uses in the vicinity of Portola Hills.

Table 8.2-6

Comparison of 2030 General Plan Trip Generation and 2030 Opportunities
Study Trip Generation From Portola Hills (2006 Proposed Project)

Land Use Units AM Peak Hour Total | PM Peak Hour Total | ADT
Proposed Portola Center Program

Single Family 525 DU 393 530 5,024

Detached

Condominium 141 DU 95 110 1,149

Apartment 466 DU 238 289 3,132

Commercial 178.72 TSF 238 862 9,905

Park 10 AC 0 0 16
Totals | 964 1,791 19,226

Existing Portola Hills Planned Community

Commercial 411.27 TSF 408 1,481 17,026

Business Park 2,395.2 TSF 3,425 3,090 30,562
Totals | 3,833 4,571 47,588

ADT= Average Daily Trips

DU= Dwelling Units

TSF= Thousand Square Feet

AC= Acres

Table 8.2-7
Comparison of 2030 General Plan Trip Generation and 2030 Opportunities
Study Trip Generation From Portola Hills (EIR Alternative 7)
Land Use Units AM Peak Hour Total | PM Peak Hour Total
Proposed Portola Center Program

Single Family 481 DU 361 486 4,603
Detached
Condominium 367 DU 246 286 2,991
Apartment 82 DU 42 51 551
Commercial 40 TSF 90 325 3,743
Park 8 AC 0 0 14

Totals | 739 1,148 11,902

Existing Portola Hills Planned Community

Commercial 411.27 TSF 408 1,481 17,026
Business Patk 2,395.2 TSF 3,425 3,090 30,562

Totals | 3,833 4,571 47,588
ADT= Average Daily Trips
DU= Dwelling Units
TSF= Thousand Squate Feet
AC= Acres

As discussed earlier, the Proposed Project would generate sixty percent fewer trips than the currently
allowable industrial and commercial uses and Alternative 7 would generate 75% fewer trips. Thus, by
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comparison, there would be fewer impacts to local streets. The Proposed Project and Alternative 7 also
includes implementation of the Lake Forest Traffic Mitigation Program (LFTM) which will ensure that
necessary traffic improvements are funded. As described in the Draft PEIR (pp. 3.14-25 to 3.14-27), the
LFTM program is designed to maintain adequate levels of service on the City’s arterial street system to
address 2030 traffic demands in the City with the Proposed Project.

EVACUATIONS:

Several comments expressed a concern that the proposed development would cause additional traffic
congestion on evacuation routes during a major emergency, such as a wildfire. The City’s Emergency
Preparedness Plan indicates that Interstate 5, SR-241, and major arterials will be used as emergency
evacuation routes. The routes used during an emergency would be determined by the incident
commander based on the nature and location of the threat. Traffic control may be deployed in the event
of an emergency to ease traffic congestion for an orderly evacuation.

RURAL FEEL:

The owner of the 250 acres of vacant land that remains within the Portola Hills Planned Community has
the right to develop the remainder of the property. The City believes that the development of the
property with residential and open space uses and a small commercial component completes the
development of the Portola Hills Planned Community in a manner that is far more compatible than the
allowable commercial and Business Park uses. The proposed plan includes the dedication of additional
open space on the east side of Glenn Ranch Road which will preserve an open space view corridor into
the Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park. The Edison easement will provide a 1,300 foot wide open space
buffer from the Oakley development to Portola Center. The completed Portola Hills Planned
Community will continue to be virtually surrounded by open space uses.

The Portola Hills Planned Community is located among significant open space which serves both local
and regional recreational needs. The Whiting Ranch Regional Park is adjacent to the community on the
west, the Southern California Edison Easement is located to the south, and the Cleveland National
Forest is located nearby to the north. In addition, several open space corridors are preserved within the
community as linkages to the adjacent regional open space. The location of the community among these
open space resources adds to the rural feel that many commenters have identified.

The proposed Portola Center project includes over 80 acres of open space. The majority of the open
space would be located along the boundaries of the project site, adjacent to existing open space, to
provide a transition from the development to the existing open space resources as well as potential trail
connections. 'This concept is similar to the existing Portola Hills development where open space is
located on the edges of the development. This concept is illustrated on Draft PEIR Figure 2-4, which
shows designated land uses of Open Space in green and dark green among the existing Portola Hills
community and the proposed Portola Center concept.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING:

Several comments have asked whether the proposed Portola Center development will include affordable
housing. The City’s General Plan Housing Element includes the following policy: “Policy 1.10:
Encourage residential developments to incorporate a minimum of 15 percent affordable units.” Because
of this policy, all residential development within the City, within the Opportunities Study or not, includes
affordable housing. In addition, the existing planned communities within Lake Forest that developed
under the County’s jurisdiction included affordable housing. For example, when the existing Portola
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Hills community was developed, it included 370 affordable housing units, which comprised 16.8 percent
of the 2,200 homes.

As described in Section 3.11 on page 3.11-7 of the Draft PEIR, the City receives an allocation of housing
units through Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). The RHNA includes housing needs for all
income groups. The Proposed Project will help the City to meet its current and future RHNA
allocations.

A percentage of the housing units to be developed under the Proposed Project would be affordable
pursuant to an Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (AHIP) required as part of the Development
Agreement. Affordable units may be for-sale or rental. This would translate to a goal for the Portola
Center property to include up to 140 affordable units. The applicant has indicated that it is likely that
many of the affordable units in Portola Center will be for seniors and moderate income households.
Affordable units are termed as “very low”, “low” or “moderate”, depending on the income of the family
they are made available to. The rent or sales price is based on household size and income. A “very low
income” family of four could afford a monthly rental payment of $857 per month. A “moderate
income” family of 4 could afford a monthly rental payment of $2,216. Affordable units have been
incorporated throughout the City of Lake Forest, including Foothill Ranch and Portola Hills.

Each of the Opportunities Study participants will be required to develop project-level AHIPs consistent
with the General Plan Housing Element policy. As proposed, the AHIP will use a point system with a
menu of options to enable the developers to meet the fifteen percent goal.

VIEWS:

Comments on the Draft PEIR have noted that some homes in Portola Hills enjoy views of the
Saddleback Valley and beyond. Some have asked how views from the existing homes along Millwood
Road, Malabar Road, and Jasper Hill Road will be affected by the proposed Portola Center development.
The analysis in the Draft PEIR focused on views from scenic highways and arterial streets and visual
compatibility among existing and proposed uses and did not evaluate private views. The homes along
Malabar Road and Millwood Road are located along the top of a significant slope. The northern portion
of Portola Center, which includes the existing slope, is planned for single-family detached homes. These
homes would be one and two stories in height and would not block views of the existing homes along
the top of the slope.

SCHOOLS:

A number of comment letters discussed existing issues with Portola Hills Elementary School and
concerns that the school would become over-crowded with the addition of the proposed residences.
Specific impacts at individual school sites are difficult to predict and would depend on the buildout year
of specific sites, the nature of declining enrollment within the school district, whether or not a school is
built on one of the project sites, and where the school district decides to send the new students from the
Opportunities Study area. A detailed demographic study based on Fall 2004 enrollment was performed
for the Opportunities Study and is included as Appendix N to the Final PEIR. The report, entitled “Fall
2004 Report, Student Population Projections By Residence” by Davis Demographics and Planning for
the Saddleback Valley Unified School District indicates that the Opportunities Study is expected to
generate approximately 1,900 K-12 students within the district (assuming the 2006 DPEIR Proposed
Project with 5,415 homes). The following table applies the student generation factors used by Davis
Demographics, and shown project-wide in Table 3.12-7 on page 3.12-12 of the Draft PEIR, to the
Portola Center development individually. It should be noted that this is an estimate of total students at
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absorption over the years during which the project is expected to be built.

Table 8.2-8
Project School Generation — Portola Hills
K-6 7-8 9-12
Product Type Number Student Number of | Student Number of | Student Number of
of Units Generation | Students Generation | Students Generation | Students

Single Family Detached 525 0.443 232 0.093 49 0.161 85
Single Family Attached 141 0.167 24 0.027 4 0.061 9
Apartments 466 0.109 51 0.031 14 0.047 22

Totals 1,132 307 67 116

The Saddleback Unified School District plans and operates the public elementary, intermediate and high
schools within the City. As discussed on page 3.12-12 of the Draft PEIR, the Saddleback Valley Unified
School District (SVUSD) and all of the Opportunities Study participating landowners are discussing a
school mitigation agreement to address the specific impacts of the Opportunities Study on the SVUSD
as discussed in Topical Response 8.

The Saddleback Unified School District approved the School Mitigation Agreements with Portola
Center, Shea/Baker Ranch and IRWD on May 13, 2008. Details of the Portola Center agreement are
provided for informational purposes. The City is not a party to the agreement. That agreement obligates
the developer to pay the district $8,410 per unit which exceeds the current statutory fee amount by
approximately $3,300 per unit. The Portola Center Development Agreement provides that failure of the
owner to comply with the Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement is a material breach of the
Development Agreement and cause for the City to halt development of the proposed Portola Center
project.

Portola Elementary School Construction Issues

The landowner has worked with the School District to address the current concerns regarding Portola
Elementary School. At the present time, the Department of State Architects is reviewing data that has
been gathered over the last several years. It is anticipated that the results of this review and the
identification of necessary corrective measures will soon be identified. The Portola Center landowner
has expressed a commitment to the District to assist in fixing issues at the school as identified by the
studies. While these improvements are not part of this project, the Agreement between Portola Center
and the School District includes provisions to address the existing Portola Elementary School.

The school district approved a Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement on May 15, 2008. Details of
that agreement are provided for informational purposes. The City is not a party to the agreement. That
agreement requires the developer to pay the district $2.9 million to implement a series of
recommendations to repair the existing school site. The Portola Center Development Agreement
provides that failure of the owner to comply with the Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement is a
material breach of the Development Agreement and a cause for the Cit to halt development of the
Portola Center project.
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PARKLAND:

The Planned Neighborhood Parks In Portola Center

The City’s Subdivision Ordinance requires that parkland be dedicated to the City and improved with
recreational facilities in conjunction with the development of the land. The Development Agreement
will require the initial subdivision map and related Area Plan to address the timing and construction of
parks, including the dedication of parkland and funding for improvements.

The Portola Center Development Agreement requires the developer to provide on-site neighborhood
patks pursuant to the City Municipal Code standards of 3/1000 residents, and include a 5 net actre
neighborhood park. This neighborhood park must be dedicated to the City of Lake Forest as a condition
of approval of the Final A Map. Additionally the developer is required to pay the City $2,375,000 to
fund the construction of park improvements.  These details of the Development Agreement are
provided for informational purposes.

FISCAL:

Community Facilities District (CFD, i.e. Mello Roos Tax Claims)

The Portola Center Property Owner and the County of Orange are researching the benefits of
refinancing or restructuring the existing CFD debt on properties in the Portola Hills Community
Facilities District 87-2 in the event that proposed Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment is
approved. While the outcome and benefits are difficult to predict with certainty at this point, the goal is
to explore the potential of reducing taxes for existing residents of Portola Hills. In no event, however,
will CFD taxes increase or be extended for existing residents because of the approval of Portola Center.

M Topical Response 8 - Schools

Project Student Generation

As discussed more fully in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR, a detailed demographic study based on Fall
2004 enrollment was performed for the Opportunities Study based on program level information and is

included as Appendix N to the Final PEIR.

Text Change

The SVUSD’s 2004 Davis Demographics and Planning report projecting
student population by residence is added as Appendix N of the Final PEIR.

The decision as to how project-generated students will be accommodated is that of the SVUSD and is
not within the City’s control. The Proposed Project includes a school site as explained below.

School-Specific Impacts
School impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR = Specific impacts at specific schools are

difficult to predict and would depend on the buildout year of specific sites, the nature of declining
enrollment in the area, and whether or not a school is built on one of the project sites. Some of this
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information can not be accurately predicted at this time. In light of these constraints, and because this is
a Program EIR, analysis of impacts to school enrollments and capacities is too speculative for analysis at
this point. To the extent that such impacts can be analyzed, such analysis would be proper only in
project-level environmental documents for which specifics such as density and potential increase to
school enrollments would be ascertainable. Conclusions regarding the level of impact after mitigation
would not change with this additional information as the Draft PEIR requires full mitigation of school
impacts in the form of school mitigation fees in compliance with state law, as described below. No
further mitigation would, therefore, be required at the project-level.

School Mitigation Fees
As explained in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR, all school impacts will be fully mitigated pursuant to
State law. As specified in Government Code Section 65995(h):

(h) The payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or
imposed pursuant to Section 17620 of the Education Code in the amount specified in
Section 65995 and, if applicable, any amounts specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7
are hereby deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative
or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or
development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or
reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate
school facilities.

Both the Draft PEIR (Mitigation Measure 3.12-3) and State law require the payment of these statutory
fees to mitigate school impacts. This is the school mitigation required for schools as part of the project
and, as specified in State law, constitutes full mitigation. The way school impact fees are allocated and
their use is under the control of the School District. The final decision regarding the use of school
mitigation fees is that of the SVUSD, and is not within the City’s control.

SVUSD approved a School Mitigation Agreement with Portola Center Shea/Baker Ranch and IRWD on
May 15, 2008 which provides for mitigation in excess of the State mandated level and in excess of what
would constitute full mitigation under the law. Any payment of fees in excess of the State mandated
amount included in the agreement constitutes an additional public benefit of the project.

School Site

As discussed on page 2-18 of the Draft PEIR under Schools, one potential public school site has been
proposed on Site 1. Construction of a public school on Site 1 is included in the traffic scenario analyzed
in the Draft PEIR. However, construction of schools and the ultimate approval of a school site are
within the SVUSD’s jurisdiction, not the City’s.

Portola Hills Elementary School

The conditions at Portola Hills Elementary school are existing conditions. (See Topical Response 1 and
7). For this reason, existing problems at Portola Hills Elementary school are not impacts of the project,
and mitigation of these existing conditions is not required of project landowners in the Draft PEIR as
part of the Opportunities Study. (However, as detailed in Topical Response 7, the landowners have
signed a Mitigation Agreement with the SVUSD which addresses issues at Portola Hills Elementary
school). Similarly, the question of where existing children will go to school is not related to an impact of
the project.
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M Topical Response 9 - Traffic

Program Level Analysis

The traffic analysis contained in the Draft PEIR is a program level analysis. (See Topical Response 2).
The focus at the current Program level analysis is system-wide cumulative impacts, appropriate for a
General Plan Amendment. The City’s goals are: (1) to ensure a funding mechanism is in place to pay for
the cumulative system-wide improvements that are not Project Features tied to a single development
(which would be fully funded by the applicant); (2) to create a benefit for all Lake Forest residents in the
form of enhanced mitigation; and (3) to impose standards for future performance and a process to
ensure that performance occurs.

The City’s General Plan and the Opportunities Study PEIR include performance criteria to which all
intersections must conform. The exact improvements/geometrics and costs will be defined as patt of
the project level environmental review.

Ground to Plan Analysis

The Traffic Study and Draft PEIR includes a ground to plan analysis; that is, an analysis of the Proposed
Project’s impacts against existing conditions. The discussion in the text of the Draft PEIR includes both
the impact of the Proposed Project compared to the impact of General Plan development, as well as the
impact of the Proposed Project compared to existing conditions. The Traffic Report (Appendix I) for
the project includes an analysis of the project compared to existing conditions, beginning on page 5-12.

Table 3.14-14 in the Draft PEIR lists the net traffic effect of the Proposed Project, compared to buildout
under the existing General Plan. Section 3.14 of the Draft PEIR provides a detailed analysis of the
traffic impacts of the Proposed Project. Pages 3.14-36 to 3.14-50 address the project compared to
existing conditions. See also the Traffic Report contained in Appendix I, which also addresses the
project verses existing conditions.

Moreover, the LFTM improvement program is a full improvement program, starting from existing
roadway conditions (i.e. only currently committed improvements are assumed).

Intersections Included In the Analysis

The Draft PEIR included analysis of intersections in the City’s Circulation Element where project traftic
would increase volumes by more than one percent compared to General Plan levels. General Plan levels
have received prior environmental review as part of the EIR for the General Plan. (The Traffic analysis
for the Proposed Project also includes an analysis of the Proposed Project compared to existing
conditions).

All jurisdictions use the same set of General Plan assumptions in their long range analysis. Whenever a
General Plan amendment is analyzed, the question is how will its impacts differ from what has already
been analyzed as part of the General Plan. The sizing of roadways and intersection configurations within
the City and adjacent cities have all been developed to address buildout under the General Plan. (For
example, the FCCP is an example of a long range improvement program designed to address buildout
conditions.) In regards to Portola Hills intersections:
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Traffic on Glenn Ranch Road — Portola Center will have all its traffic loading onto Glenn Ranch Road.
The traffic report provides a comparison of the trip generation for Portola Center under the current
General Plan versus the proposed General Plan Amendment. The comparison is as follows:

Table 8.2-9

Trip Generation Summary - Portola Center

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use In Out Total In Out Total ADT

General Plan 3,123 710 3,833 1,430 3,141 4,571 47,588
2006 Proposed Project 316 648 964 999 792 1,791 1,9226
Difference From General -2,807 -62 -2,869 -431 -2,349 -2,780 -28,362
Plan

Alternative 7 217 522 739 667 481 1,148 11,902
Difference From General -2,906 -188 -3,094 -763 -6,660 -3,423 -35,686
Plan

As can be seen, the amount of traffic accessing Glenn Ranch Road will be substantially lower under the
Proposed Project compared to the General Plan land uses for this project area (only 25 percent of
General Plan trips in the AM peak hour and 39 percent during the PM peak hour).

The Portola Center Development Agreement identifies direct vehicular access from Portola Center’s
north east development area to Glenn Ranch Road as the preferred access route, and requires the
developer to study the feasibility of providing such access as part of the Area Plan submittal. The
Portola Center Development Agreement further commits the City to require the construction of such
access if the City determines that its construction conforms to all applicable traffic and safety standards.

Saddleback Ranch Road/Glenn Ranch Road Intersection — This intersection is surrounded on all
four corners by the proposed Portola Center development and a concern has been raised with respect to
the future capacity needs at the intersection. Those capacity needs will be examined as part of the
Portola Center project submittal. The intersection will be reconstructed as a four-way intersection with
sufficient lanes to accommodate the existing and future traffic. As noted above, the trip generation for
the Proposed Project is order-of-magnitude lower than the trip generation under the General Plan land
uses, and the intersection will be designed and constructed to have adequate capacity.

Topical Response 7 includes a discussion of the draft site-specific Traffic Study prepared for Portola
Center. The Portola Center Development Agreement requires the developer to construct a free right
turn lane from Saddleback Road onto Glenn Ranch Road as a Portola Center project feature, although
the intersection would experience a less than significant impact from project traffic.

El Toro Road/Glenn Ranch Road — This intersection in the City of Mission Viejo was not included in
the traffic study. The approach to intersections outside the City of Lake Forest was to examine the
differences in traffic volumes for the General Plan versus the Proposed Project. Only those locations
where there was an increase in traffic were included in the traffic study. For example, two intersections
in the City of Mission Viejo along Los Alisos Road (Muirlands Boulevard and Jeronimo Road) were
included since the Proposed Project increases traffic. Others to the north on Los Alisos Road were not
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included because the Proposed Project causes a decrease in traffic compared to the General Plan.
Similarly, intersections in Irvine and Laguna Hills were included in the traffic analysis where the
comparison between General Plan and Proposed Project showed an increase in traffic.

Examination of recent traffic counts at El Toro Road and Glenn Ranch Road shows the intersection to
be operating at LOS “A.” The Proposed Project versus the current General Plan project would not
adversely affect this intersection, and with the existing LLOS there appears to be adequate capacity for
future traffic, particularly with the substantially lower trip generation of the Proposed Project.

Glenn Ranch Road/Portola Parkway intersection — The traffic analysis shows this intersection
currently operating at level of service (LOS) “A” in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.
Nonetheless, some concerns have been raised regarding this intersection.

Specifically, on this section of Portola Parkway, eastbound traffic has two heavy left turn movements at
two consecutive intersections (Glenn Ranch Road and SR-241). As a consequence, traffic does not fully
utilize all the eastbound lanes. Instead there is a concentration of traffic in the left lane in readiness for
making a left turn either at Glenn Ranch Road or SR-241. Traffic in that lane hence backs up a
considerable distance from the intersection during the PM peak period, giving the appearance that the
intersection, and indeed this section of Portola Parkway, is congested. In the AM peak period, the
southbound free right turn from Glenn Ranch Road onto westbound Portola Parkway backs up due to a
short merge length on Portola Parkway.

While these concerns do not result in a significant project impact, there may be operational
improvements at the project-level, such as extending the existing left turn pocket and/or improving the
right turn movement. Potential operational changes to improve existing conditions will be studied by the
landowner at the project level. Potential improvements would address existing conditions which are
inhibiting the functioning of this intersection and would not change the conclusions contained in the
traffic study regarding with-project levels of services compared to existing levels.

Effect of Laguna Woods General Plan Amendment On Analysis

The LFTM analysis uses the year 2030 OCP-2004 demographic projections maintained by the Center for
Demographic Research on behalf of all Orange County cities and the County. These projections do not
include the City of Laguna Wood’s October 2002 General Plan amendment. After discussing the issue
with the City of Laguna Woods, the City determined that the following “sensitivity” analysis would be
conducted to determine if the absence of this information would alter the conclusions of the traffic study
summarized in the Draft PEIR. The following summarizes the results of the sensitivity analysis
conducted to evaluate the potential effects of updated information provided by the City of Laguna
Woods relative to the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).

The version of the Lake Forest Traffic Analysis Model (LFTAM) that was applied in the Draft PEIR
traffic study utilized the Orange County Projections - 2004 (OCP-2004) data set that was available at the
time that the traffic study was initiated. In August 2005 the City of Laguna Woods submitted a modified
set of OCP-2004 employment projections to the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) for
incorporation into the Orange County Transportation Analysis Model (OCTAM). The modified
projections increase the amount of future employment growth that is forecast to occur in the City of
Laguna Woods by the following amounts:
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Table 8.2-10

Increase in 2030 Employment Growth

Retail Service Other Total
Timeframe Employment Employment Employment Employment

Year 2030 346 82 212 640

To evaluate the potential effect of this added employment growth in Laguna Woods on the findings of
the project traffic study, a sensitivity analysis of with-project conditions with the added Laguna Woods
employment growth was conducted for the following intersections:

e Intersection 130 — Ridge Route & Moulton

o Intersection 37 — Paseo de Valencia at Avd Catlota
e Interrsection 131 — Santa Maria & Moulton

o Intersection 144 — El Toro & Paseo de Valencia

e Intersection 132 — El Toro & Moulton

Table 8.2-11 summarizes 2030 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, for arterial roadways in the City of
Laguna Woods with and without the additional OCP-2004 employment growth. Table 8.2-12
summarizes the corresponding AM and PM peak hour intersection capacity utilization (ICU) values and
LOS:s for arterial intersections in the City of Laguna Woods.

According to the Draft PEIR, the only location significantly impacted by the Proposed Project is Paseo
De Valencia at Avenida de la Carlota, which as can be seen here, is unaffected by the increased
employment. Improvements to this intersection are included in the LFTM as shown in Draft PEIR
Table 3.14-15. As a result project impacts are less than significant. Other locations with or without
Laguna Woods employment did not meet the significance threshold for project impacts.

Table 8.2-11

2030 ADT SUMMARY

City of Laguna Woods Without Added Laguna | With Added Laguna Woods
Arterial Roadway Scenario Woods Employment Employment

El Toro Road east of With-Project 40,000 42,000
Moulton Parkway
El Toro Road west of With-Project 33,000 36,000
Moulton Parkway
Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 57,000 58,000
Ridge Route Drive
Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 53,000 55,000
Santa Maria Avenue
Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 55,000 56,000
El Toro Road
Paseo de Valencia south of With-Project 39,000 40,000
El Toro Road
Santa Maria Avenue west of With-Project 11,000 12,000
Moulton Parkway
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Table 8.2-12

2030 ICU SUMMARY

Without Laguna Woods Employment With Laguna Woods Employment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
City of Laguna Woods Intersection IcU LOS IcU LOS IcU LOS Icu LOS
Ridge Route & Moulton .63 B .76 C .64 B 77 C
Paseo de Valencia at Avd Carlota .62 B 1.05 F .62 B 1.05 F
Santa Maria & Moulton .95 E .89 D .95 E .90 D
El Toro & Paseo de Valencia .65 B .64 B .65 B .66 B
El Toro & Moulton 1.06 F 1.03 F 1.07 F 1.05 F

The ADT and peak hour results summarized here for the sensitivity analysis based on the added OCP-
2004 employment growth in the City of Laguna Woods indicate that traffic levels on the City of Laguna
Woods arterial roadway system are higher with the added employment growth, but that the added
employment does not result in any additional project impacts or the need for additional project
mitigation measures.

Site Specific Traffic Studies

As explained in Topical Response 7, the LFTM program specifies intersections to be analyzed as part of
project-level site-specific traffic analysis for each site. Site specific traffic studies will be required for each
of the participating properties in the Opportunities Study Area to determine where traffic signals, lane
augmentation, stop signs and other localized improvements will be required. This type of improvement
is considered to be a “Project Feature” that is unique to one of the parcels that comprise the
Opportunities Study. This level of study takes place when subdivision maps are submitted for the
precise development of each property and a site specific environmental document is prepared. See also
Portola Hills Topical Response 7 which provides as list of the secondary intersections to be analyzed as
part of site-specific traffic studies under the LFTM.

M Topical Response 10 - Landslides

The Draft PEIR explains on page 3.6-11, under Landslides, that parts of the uplands in the Project Area,
particularly in Site 2 (Portola Center), are in state-designated Seismic Hazard Zones for Landslides, and
that within these Zones site-specific investigations of landslide potential are required. On pages 3.6-15
and -16 of the Draft PEIR, it is explained that within these Zones the City would require site-specific
investigations to address the actual, i.e., existing, soils conditions (stability of soil slopes) at each site
where development is proposed; would require the project (i.e., the developer or project sponsor) to
provide appropriate treatment of those conditions (slope reconstruction, buttressing, etc.); and would
require those treatments be made part of the construction design (project approval conditions, grading
permit conditions, building permit conditions, etc.). In the same paragraphs about the Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act, the Draft PEIR explains that the Seismic Hazard Zones Map for El Toro Quadrangle,
which encompasses the Project Area, shows that the creeks and washes bounding and bisecting the
Project Area contain Liquefaction Hazard Zones and that there are scattered Landslide Hazard Zones,
mostly in the eastern third of the Project Area.

Page 3.6-18 of the Draft PEIR states:
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The important information for the City as lead agency is not the specific location and exact extent of
unsuitable conditions at each potential construction location, but the knowledge that such conditions have
been identified in the Project Area, that standard techniques are available for avoiding or correcting them,
and that oversight responsibility for them is vested in the lead agency.

On page 3.6-18 of the Draft PEIR, the narrative continues, stating that City Municipal Code
Chapter 8.30, the Lake Forest Grading and Excavation Code portion of the City’s Building and
Construction Code, contains specific regulations to safeguard life, limb, property, and the public welfare
by regulating grading on private property. The narrative explains that the provisions of the Building Code
are legal requirements, ie., not optional activities subject to discretionary action, and that the
investigation and treatment of geologic, soils, and seismic conditions through the use of site-specific
suitability analyses conducted to establish design criteria for appropriate foundation type and support, are
standard regulations applied to all projects involving grading, excavation, and construction. Because
compliance is requited, grading, excavation, and/or construction permits would be issued only when a
site-specific project design had demonstrated that existing and/or potentially hazardous conditions had
been remediated.

On page 3.6-22 of the Draft PEIR, under Impact 3.6-4, the Draft PEIR narrative states specifically,
“Parts of the Project Area, including portions of Sites 2, 3, and 4 are underlain by hillside deposits
(colluvium) that contain active and dormant landslide features, . . .” making it clear that landsliding is an
existing, known condition of these parts of the Project Area, not merely a condition suspected to exist
within a broadly designated zone.

From the information presented on the aforementioned pages of the Draft PEIR, it will be apparent to
the reader that landsliding is known to be a major concern of the City and is particularly a concern in,
and adjacent to, the Project Area.

It is recognized that landsliding, whether induced by seismic, meteorological, or human activity, is a real
and serious concern of the City and the community. Nonetheless, it is unnecessary for the Draft PEIR to
present an extensive history of grading activities and landslide locations in, or near, the Project Area to
substantiate the necessity for the required compliance with the City’s building and construction
regulations or the necessity for appropriate oversight of future grading activities.

Grading that occurred during the construction of a development adjacent to the Project Area involves
the issue of “tiering” between a Program EIR and a Project EIR. Tiering refers to the coverage of
general matters and environmental effects in an EIR prepared for a policy, plan, program, or ordinance,
followed by narrower or site-specific environmental documents that (1) incorporate, by reference, the
discussion in the earlier EIR and (2) concentrate on the environmental effects that are capable of being
mitigated or were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the earlier EIR. As explained
on page 1-2 of the Draft PEIR, Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires subsequent activities,
i.e., development projects proposed in the Project Area, to be examined in light of the PEIR for the Lake
Forest Opportunities Study to determine whether additional environmental documentation must be
prepared. If a later activity, such as extensive slope stabilization for a specific construction site or group
of sites, would have significant effects that were not examined in the Program FEIR, subsequent
environmental documentation is required to be prepared. That subsequent environmental documentation
would be tiered from the Program EIR. The tiering process allows for large-scale planning approval of
the Proposed Project and the legal deferment of the analysis of detailed, site-specific information that is
not presently available. That analysis would occur when the City, or other lead agency, prepared future
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environmental documents dealing with site-specific development proposals within the Project Area,
consistent with the Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project, in itself, does not authorize any grading, excavation, or construction; however, it
prepares the planning and zoning groundwork for the City to entertain site-specific development
proposals that would involve these types of activities. Although slope stabilization activities (grading,
buttressing, etc.) are a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the Proposed Project, without a site-specific
project design (which would include site-specific geotechnical investigation and a detailed development
proposal), slope-stability analysis of particular locations or contemplating about how they would comply
with City regulations would be speculative. Such activities would be examined during project-level
review when site-specific plans are submitted to the City.

M Topical Response 11 - Alternatives

The PEIR for the Opportunities Study is a program EIR. The alternatives evaluate different densities for
the program as a whole. Two of the alternatives in the Draft PEIR reduce housing densities from the
number included in the Proposed Project. In general, the alternatives are designed to help the City’s
decision makers select from among the competing facilities locations, and to understand the relative
impact of the alternative locations. The decision-makers have the option to reduce project densities;
however, substantial density reductions would be required to reduce all of the significant unmitigatible
impacts to less than significant and a revised project which accomplished this level of impact reduction
would not meet the objectives of the project, since it would make provision of the desired public
amenities fiscally infeasible.

The OSA Draft PEIR is a program-level EIR which analyzes the impacts of a proposed General Plan
Amendment and zone change to address a change in land use from predominantly commercial/industrial
uses to residential, commercial and civic uses. How exactly those land uses are configured within each of
the covered properties is not addressed as part of this PEIR as that is a level of analysis that is more
appropriate to a project-level analysis when specific issues of site design and property-specific planning
can be conducted.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to:

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to
consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.
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As described in Chapter 5 and Section 7.2.6 of the Recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR, the project
would result in the following significant unmitigated impacts:

o Light and glare impacts due to development on vacant land.

o Agricultural resources impacts on Site 1 and a portion of Site 7 primarily due to the loss of prime
farmland.

o Construction and operational air quality impacts.

o Pesticide-related water quality impacts

o Cumulative noise impacts

o Population growth

o Traffic and transportation (cumulative)

o Global climate change

Biological resource impacts were less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures
included in the PEIR.

Reduced development alternatives may reduce, but would eliminate only some of the significant
unmitigatible project impacts. In addition, substantially reduced development alternatives would not
achieve key objectives of the Proposed Project, specifically the generation of public benefits in the form
of a developer financed sports/park complex and a civic/community center. This is why a reduced
density alternative did not receive comprehensive analysis in the PEIR, but was one of the alternatives
rejected as infeasible in the PEIR (see discussion in Section 4.4.5 of the PEIR).

Although substantially reduced project alternatives would not achieve the key objectives of the project,
the City’s decision-makers have the option, as part of their consideration of the project, to consider
modifications to the Proposed Project, such as reductions in site densities, as such modifications would
be within the range of alternatives analyzed in the PEIR, and would not result in additional impacts,
beyond those analyzed in the environmental document for the project.

As noted in Section 4.4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the Proposed Project represents a reduced density
alternative, as compared to the Landowner Concept Plan, put forth by the owners of the seven parcels
included in the Opportunities Study. The City had the option to analyze the Landowner Concept Plan
and to include the Proposed Project as a density-reducing alternative, but chose to elevate the density-
reducing alternative to project status prior to release of the Draft PEIR.

Following the close of the public comment period on the Draft PEIR, the City identified a new lower-
intensity alternative. This new alternative is a combination of several of the alternatives discussed in the
Draft PEIR, and therefore is referred to as the “hybrid alternative” or “Alternative 7.” This alternative is
described and analyzed in Chapter 7 of the PEIR.

It should be further noted that the Draft PEIR analyzes the Proposed Project at a program-level. (See

Topical Response 2). Subsequent environmental review will be required for the separate developments
which would occur on Opportunities Study project sites.
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M Topical Response 12 - Notice

A number of comments requested information regarding how residents were notified of public meetings
regarding the Opportunities Study and of the availability of the DPEIR. Noticing for public meetings
was done via the posting of City Council agendas by the City Clerk. Additional information was
provided to via e-mail the Opportunities Study interest list and on the City’s website. The Opportunities
Study has been well publicized by the City with a dedicated website, extensive mailing list, coverage in the
Citywide newsletters as well as the Orange County Register and Saddleback Valley News. Notices
regarding the DPEIR were provided as required by CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 specifies noticing requirements as follows:

(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at the
same time it sends a notice of completion to the Office of Planning and Research.
This public notice shall be given as provided under Section 15105 (a sample form is
provided in Appendix L.). Notice shall be mailed to the last known name and address
of all organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in
writing, and shall also be given by at least one of the following procedures:

(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general
circulation in the area affected by the Proposed Project. If more than one area is
affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.

(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the
project is to be located.

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel
or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified
as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll.

(b) The alternatives for providing notice specified in subdivision (a) shall not preclude
a public agency from providing additional notice by other means if such agency so
desires, nor shall the requirements of this section preclude a public agency from
providing the public notice required by this section at the same time and in the same
manner as public notice otherwise required by law for the project.

The City complied with these noticing requirements by publishing a notice regarding the availability of
the Draft PEIR in the Saddleback Valley News. In addition, the City provided both notice and the
DPEIR on the City’s website and at local public libraries and City Hall. Direct mailing is only one of the
options available to Lead Agencies when providing notice to the public. CEQA allows cities to choose
one of three methods for the required public notice.

The City did not notify the residents of Portola Hills, or any other property owners adjacent to the
project sites, via direct mailing. However, the City did exceed the statutory requirements of CEQA when
providing public notice of the Public Scoping Meeting and Draft PEIR. Information was posted on a
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those who requested copies during the review of the Notice of Preparation.

Many City residents have been involved in the three year planning effort. Residents were involved on the
Public Education and Outreach Program which took place in the summer of 2005. Some residents have
attended and spoke at the over 20 public meetings on the Opportunities Study; and all residents have
received the City’s quarterly newsletter, “The Leaflet”, which has featured numerous stories on the

Opportunities Study.

The Opportunities Study was initiated to ensure the well-planned completion of development within the
City. The project has comprised nearly four years of methodical planning with more than twenty public

meetings, workshops and hearings, and public outreach including:

August 6, 2002- City Council authorizes start of Opportunities Study

September 17, 2002 — City Council authorizes release of RFP for consultants
November 19, 2002 — Phase 1 Consultant Hired

May 20, 2003 — Phase 1 Conclusions and Recommendations Report to City Council

June 3, 2003 — Phase 2 Commences, City Council adopts project objectives and authorizes MOU
with participating landowners

August 19, 2003 — Phase 2 Technical Consultants Hired

September 11, 2003 — Planning Commission reviews public facilities site selection criteria
September 17, 2003 — Community Workshop on Public Facilities

September 30, 2003 - City Council reviews public facilities site selection criteria

October 21, 2003 — Informational update provided to City Council

January 27, 2004 — Phase 2 Public Workshop

March 30, 2004 — Phase 2 Conclusions and Recommendations Report to City Council

May 4, 2004 — Phase 3 Commences, City Council authorizes MOU with participating landowners
May 27, 2004 — Presentation to Planning Commission

June 1, 2004 — City Council approves Contracts & RFPs for Phase 3

July 7, 2004 — Draft PEIR Notice of Preparation Issued
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e August 3, 2004 — Draft PEIR and GPA Consultant Hired

e August 11, 2004 — Draft PEIR Public Scoping Meeting

e August 19, 2004 —Presentation to Parks and Recreation Commission

e April 19, 2005 — Public Education and Outreach Consultant Hired

e August 10, 2005 - Dedicated Opportunities Study Website Launched

e May 24, 2005 — Workshop on Traffic Analysis and Public Facilities Funding
e January 31, 2006 — Draft PEIR Released for 45-day Public Review

e March 15, 2006 — Open House

e March 15, 2006 - Draft PEIR Review Period extended to March 27, 2006

e March 27, 2006 - Draft PEIR Public Review Period Closes

e January 2007 — Portola Hills Ad Hoc Committee

Following receipt of all DEIR comment letters and additional inquiries from the Portola Hills
Community, an Ad Hoc Committee was formed consisting of: the Mayor, City Staff, Representatives
from Portola Hills homeowner associations, Friends of Portola, and the developer/landowner. The
Committee met three times during January 2007 to discuss the primary issues of concern to Portola Hills
Residents: traffic, density, and schools.

The City held two community meetings prior to the public hearings on the Opportunities Study. The
Community meetings were held in Portola Hills on March 31, 2008 and at El Toro High School on April
14, 2008.

8.2.2 Responses to Comments from Government Agencies and
Nongovernment Organizations

This section contains responses to comments on the Draft EIR that were received from government
agencies and non-governmental organizations. All of the original comment letters, in their entirety, are
provided before the responses. Consistent with Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, comments that raise significant environmental issues are provided with responses.
Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA review (i.e., where a comment does not raise an
environmental issue, or where it expresses the subjective opinion of the commenter) will be forwarded
for consideration to the decision-makers as part of the project approval process; these comments are
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answered with the phrase, “Comment noted,” but no response is provided. All comments will be
considered by the City when making a decision on the project.

The comments and responses are organized by acronym as shown in Table 8.2-13. For an alphabetical
listing by agency see Table 8.1-1.

Table 8.2-13
List of Commenters on the Draft EIR

Government Agencies and Nongovernmental Organizations

(by Acronym)
Commenter Comment Letter Date
Caltrans CALT 3/23/2006
Caltrans CALT2 3/29/2006
US Fish and Wildlife - Fish and Game CDFG 3/17/2006
City of Irvine COIR 3/27/2006
City of Laguna Woods CoLw 3/16/2006
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt COOR 3/27/2006
Public Utilities Comission CPUC 3/22/2006
California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance CRPA 3/13/2006
Department of Toxic Substance Control DTSC 3/16/2006
Endangered Habitats League ENHL 3/27/2006
Hawkins, Robert (Golden Rain Foundation) GRFO 3/27/2006
Irvine Ranch Water District IRWD 3/27/2006
City of Mission Viejo MIVI 3/28/2006
Orange County Fire Authority OCFA 3/9/2006
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt RDMD 4/13/2006
SCAG SCAG 3/17/2006
Irvine Ranch Water District - Loomis, Terrell TELO 3/27/2006
Regional Water Control Board - Santa Ana WQCB 3/20/2006
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-

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY A
W—-"—%

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION '

DISTRICT 12 RECE l VE D
3337 Micheison Drive Suite 380

Ivine, CA. §2612-8894 ' MAR 2 9 2006

CA CITY OF

March 23, 2006 o DEVELOPMELNé's(EEWrI:COESR :Ezgr
Ms. Gayle Ackerman File: IGR/CEQA -
Pianning Director : SCH#: 2004071039

City of Lake Forest L Log# 1433A
- 25580 Commercentre Drive _ SR: SR-241, |-5, 405

Lake Forest, CA 92630 , .

' FAX AND MAIL

Subject: Lake Forest Opportunities Study

Dear Ms. Ackerman,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and commant on the DEIR dated 01/31/06, for the Lake
Forest Opportunities Study project. The project site is located north and south of the Foothill
Transportation Corridor and adjacent to the former El Toro Marine base in the City of Lake Forest.
The project consists of General Plan Amendment and Rezone of approximately 838 acres from all
industrial/commercial to the addition of residential and mixed uses as well. The proposed Study
considers development of: 5415 residentiai units, a public facilities overlay on Site 7, 50 acres of
neighborhood parks, up to 45 acres of public facilities, and 648,720 sq. ft of commercial
development. The primary State Route serving this development is the SR-241 toliroad, and the
secondary State routes are I-5 and 1-405 Interstates.

Caltrans District 12 status is a réviewing agency on this project and has the foliowing
comments: : .

1. During discussions with the City of Lake Forest, the Department (Caltrans) has indicated that
we will discuss the environmental effects of this proposed project as a "Planning level effect’
and that subsequent environmental reviews of the different Phases or specific developments
within the Amendment/Rezone will be addressed as “Projects” for more specific environmental

Impact review. N

2. The Department is requesting a copy of the proposed Lake Forest Traffic Mitigation Program N o
(LFTM), mentioned in this DEIR, for review and comment.

3. The Department has requested City recognition of the role they need to play in maintaining and
developing the regional transpartation solutions needed to serve the demand that wilt be
generated both by this General Plan Amendment/Zone Change, and their future long-term
growth after build-out. As an initial step towards this partnership, the Department requests that
the City include policies specifically in the Circulation Element of the General Plan and in the
language of the newly created Lake Forest Traffic Mitigation Program (LFTM) stressing Caltrans 3
early involvement in project and program development that have regional nexus or
repercussions. They should address the fact that Caltrans has regulatory authority over certain
types of development that may directly, or indirectly, impact State Transportation Facilities.

They should also include language “that transportation information resulting from a reporting or
monitoring program adopted by a public agency” be submitted to the Department when a project
has impacts that are of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance. (Sec. 21087.7, Public

Resources Code).
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March 23, 2006
Page 2

4, Highway Capacity Manual methodology should be used to analyze the Freeway and Tol Road
mainline including all interchanges for the AM and PM peak hour voiumes to determine the

significance of traffic impacts generated by the project.

5. From our discussions, both the Department and the City of Lake Forest support the completion
of Alton Parkway which would provide considerable in_terregional traffic improvement.

6. We've noted some inconsistencies in the environmental document, and it was brought up in our
discussions that we will forward them to you and to Terry Austin in another letter as
informational at this time. :

If you have any questions or need to contact us regarding these comments, please do not
hesitate to call me at (949) 724-2255, or Maureen El Harake at (949) 724-2086. Please
continue 10 keep us informed of this project and other future developments, which could

potentially impact our transportation facilities.

Sincerely,
@én '4 Co Chi

IGR/Commuriity ﬁlanning Branch

¢ Terry Roberts, OPR
Terry Pencovic, HQ IGR/Community Planning
Raouf Moussa, Traffic Operations South -
Forecasting/Modeling Unit :
Praveen Gupta, Environmental Planning A
Lisa Ramsey, Ofc. Of Toliroad Oversight
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B Response to Comments: CALT

RTC CALT-1

RTC CALT-2

RTC CALT-3

RTC CALT-4

RTC CALT-5

RTC CALT-6

The commenter is correct. See Topical Response 2.
Caltrans will be provided with a copy of the LFTM, as requested.

The City’s Circulation Element and LFTM Ordinance will be reviewed with the intent
of adding the requested information, as appropriate. This comment is noted and
transmitted through inclusion in the FEIR to the City’s decision-makers for
consideration.

Since this was not an operational study, the Highway Capacity Manual methodology
was not used. The methodology and criteria that were used for this planning study are
specified in the EIR.

This is correct. Comment noted.

No inconsistencies are identified in the referenced letter (see CALT2) that would
change the conclusions of the analysis contained in the EIR.
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STATE OF CALlFORNIA“‘BUSINESS! TRANSPORTATION AND HOUS'N%%%%!V E D E ; Arnald Schwmcngu. Goven
O L ERKS OFFICE |

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION aTY

DISTRICT 12 v

3337 Michetaon Drive Suite 380 o6 AR -4 P34 3 @
hivine, CA, 92612-8894 A

March 29, 2006

Ms. Gayle Ackerman CALT2 File: IGR/CEQA

Planning Director SCH#: 2004071039

City of Lake Forest o Log# 1433A

25550 Commercentre Drive . 8R: SR-241, -5, 405
Lake Forest, CA 92830 :

Subjéct: Lake Forest Opportunities Study Inconsistencies Report

Dear Ms. Ackerman,

Per our comments on the DEIR dated 01/31/06, for the Lake Forest Opportunities Study project,
we are listing some inconsistencies below we've noted in the DEIR, but preferred to forward to you
as a side issue. The project site is focated north and south of the Foothill Transportation Corridor
and adjacent to the former Et Toro Marine base in the City of Lake Forest. The project consists of
General Plan Amendment and Rezone of approximately. 838 acres from ali industrial/commercial
to the addition of residential and mixed uses as well. The proposed Study considers development
of: 5415 residential units, a public facilities overlay on Site 7, 50 acres of neighborhood parks, up 1
to 45 acres of public facilities, and 648,720 sq. ft of commerciat development. The primary State :
Route serving this development is the SR-241 toliroad, and the secondary State routes are I-5 and -

|-405 Interstates.

Caltrans Disfrict 12 status was a reviewing agency on this project and has the following

comments: -

1. FIGURE 3.14-2 Existing circulation system with mid-block lanes. There appears to be contradiction |
between lane numbers on SR-241 on this figure and Table 3 14-3 on page 3.14-18. Please check |2

and verify. _

2. Page3.14-14 The description of the existing fallowing roadway network lane configuration is not
consistent with Figure 3.14-2: -

a) El Toro Road
b) Portola Road
¢) Los Alisos Boulevard

{

3. The lane assumptions for the following mamline freeway and Toll Road links (Table 3-3) are
incorrect:

a) I-5 n/o Lake Forest Table displays 8+2H in each direction while it is 5+1H with Collector
Distributor Roads, transition lanes and HOV accsleration & deceleration lanes. 4

b) 1-5 n/o Ei Toro Table displays 6+2H in each direction while it is 5+1H with auxiliary lanes and
HOV acceleration & deceleration lanes.

¢} 1-5 n/o Alicia Table displays 4+1H in each direction while it is 5+1H,

d) There are.2 mainline through-lanes on SR-241 for the Southbound (SB) segments south of
Lake Forest (instead of 3 lanes). Piease revise. -
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March 29, 2006
Page 2

4. The Study Area failed to include I-5/Bake Parkway interchange. This interchange fails within the
- zone of influence of the proposed development and as such, a detailed analysis shotid be 15

compieted. -

5. On-Ramps along the SR-241 Toll Road were assigned non-metered capacity. The analysis needs
to be performed for the metered condition. Furthermore, storage capacity for adequate ramp 6
metering needs to be analyzed for freeway and toll roads, , , -

‘8. Traffic analysis for the project assumes full capacity for auxiliary lanes and collector distributor road
lanes. Auxiliary and CD road lane capacity varies depending on distance between on and off
ramps marge and weave conditions, and whether it continues through several interchanges. Some .

- auxiliary lanes are intended to negate the impact of weave between the mainline and vehicles 7
entering or exiting the freeway and as such they provide no additional capacity. This enalysis’ J
needs to be re-visited in order to determine the level of service for sach impacted location.

7. The 2030 AM/PM Peak Hour volumes should reflect the toll free scenario. | ] 8
8, The traffic study needs to evaluate the commutative impacts of all developments in the area. :l 9
If you have any questions or need to contact us regarding these comments, please do not

hesitate o call me at (949) 724-2255. Please continue to keep us informed of this project and 10

other future‘developments, which could potentially impact our transportation facilities.

Sincerely,

C: Terry Roberts, OPR
Terry Pencovic, HQ IGR/Community Planning
Raouf Moussa, Traffic Operations South
Forecasting/Moedeling Unit
Praveen Gupts, Environmental Planning A
Lisa Ramsey, Ofc. Of Tollroad Oversight
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B Response to Comments: CALT2

RTC CALT2-1

RTC CALT2-2

RTC CALT2-3

RTC CALT2-4

RTC CALT2-5

RTC CALT2-6

RTC CALT2-7

RTC CALT2-8

This comment contains introductory ot general information, is not a direct comment
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific
environmental issue.

Cotrections so noted. The table reflects the recent widening of SR-241 while the
referenced figure has not been updated to show the six lanes through the City of Lake
Fortest.

Figure 3.14-2 shows the existing roadway system. However, the description on page
3.14-14 describes the roadway classifications as per the City of Lake Forest General
Plan Circulation Element.. In some cases, such as the roadways noted, the existing
roadways ate not built out to their full classification.

Regarding comments on the lane assumptions:

a. I-5 North of ILake Forest — The listed lanes include the collector distributor
lanes.

b. I-5 North of El Toro Road — The listed lanes include the collector distributor
lanes.

c. 1-5 North of Alicia Parkway — Correction so noted. The lanes should be 5 + 1H
in each direction.

d. SR-241 — Correction so noted for the se nts sou f Lake Fores

lanes versus three lanes given in Table 3-3).

The study atea does in fact include the I-5 /Bake Parkway interchange. Figure 1-2 on
page 1-4 of the traffic study shows the intersections analyzed within the Lake Forest
study area and those locations analyzed within the extended study area. The latter
includes Bake Parkway.

The performance critetia are cleatly spelled out in the traffic study. The ramp capacity
used for freeway and tollway ramps has been determined from work sessions with
Caltrans District 12 and has been used consistently over the last several years for all
studies involving freeway ramps.

The performance critetia cleatly spells out the capacity assumed for auxiliary lanes.
These capacities were determined through work sessions with Caltrans District 12 and
have been used consistently for traffic studies over the past several years.

The City’s traffic engineer disagrees that the analysis should reflect a toll-free scenario.
Consistent with all transpottation studies carried out by the Orange County
Transportation Commission and by Caltrans, the year 2030 with toll is the hotizon
year for transportation studies in Orange County.
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RTC CALT2-9 The traffic study does evaluate the cumulative impacts of all developments in the area

(see discussion on methodology in the traffic study which noted the use of OCP-2030
demographic data in the analysis).

RTC CALT2-10 Thank you. The City will do so, as necessary.
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CDFG
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service CA Department of Fish & Game
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office i iedhthvih South Coast Region
6010 Hidden Valley Road £ ISSEY 4949 Viewridge Avenue
Carlsbad, California 92011 e San Diego, California 92123
(760) 431-9440 ' (858) 467-4201
FAX (760) 918-0638 FAX (858) 467-42ﬁ
~In Reply Refer To: . . )
FWS/CDFG-OR-4819.1 - | MAR 2 2 2006
Ms. Gayle Ackerman, Development Services Director cowm&oezskﬁge%v’fc?sn EST
City of Lake Forest, Development Services Department MAR 17 2008 e
25550 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, CA 92630
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Lake Forest Opportunities Study Project,

City of Lake Forest, Orange County (SCH# 2004071039)

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game —
(Department), hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the

above referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Lake Forest Opportunities

Study Project, dated June 9, 2005. The DEIR was rece:ved on February 24, 2006.

The primary concem and mandate of the Service is s the protection of public fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats. The Service has a legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory .
birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The
Service is also responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible
Agency pursuant of the California Environmental Quality Act, Sections 15386 and 15381,
respectively. The Department is responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of
the state’s biological resources, including rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal
species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and other sections of the

Fish and Game Code. The Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation

Planning (NCCP) program.

The proposed project includes a City of Lake Forest (City) General Plan Amendment (GPA) and
Zone Change of 838 acres of vacant lands in the Project Area on seven parcels. The GPA would
change the allowed land uses from industrial, agricultural, and commercial land uses to
residential, commercial, public facilities, and mixed uses. The project parcels currently have

“approximately 9.8 million square feet of approved industrial and commercial development rights.
The GPA and Zone Change consider development of 5 415 res1demna1 units on Sites 1 through 6
and a pubhc facilities overlay.on Site 7.’ L L o

None of the sites of the proposed Project Area are within the reserve system of the Orange
County Centra] and Coastal Subregion Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habuat

TAKE PRIDE
INAMERICA
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Ms. Gayle Ackerman (FWS/CDFG-OR-4819.1) 2

Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP), and therefore, the development restrictions of the NCCE/HCP
do not apply to the city owned land, nor that of the individual landowners. However, since the
Project Area lies within the area of the NCCP/HCP, non participating landowners are provided
with different mitigation options than those provided for participating landowners.
Nonparticipating landowners may satisfy the requirements of the FESA and CESA in relation to
the species covered under the NCCP/HCP one of three ways: 1) on-site avoidance of take; 2)
satisfaction of the applicable FESA and CESA regulations through the regular permitting and-
consultation process (outside the NCCP/HCPY); or 3) payment of a mmgatlon fee to the nonprofit
management organization established by the NCCP/HCP.

Site 1 (Shea/Baker Ranch) is made up of 387 acres of land within the western portion of the
Project Area. The site contains five drainage courses and one wetland seep. Vegetation types
found within Site 1 include coastal sage scrub (sagebrush-buckwheat series), chaparral (toyon-
sumac series), mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub, annual grassiand, needlegrass grassland,
ruderal grassland, wetland seep, eucalyptus woodlands, orchards and avocado groves, disturbed -
or barren, nurseries, ornamental, and developed. The federally threatened coastal California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) and the state species of special concemn Southern
California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) were observed on-site.
Nesting red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) were observed within the eucalyptus woodlands in

the northern portion of the site.

Site 2 (Portola Center) comprises 243 acres of land within the northeastern portion of the Project
Area. The site contains approximately nine ephemeral drainages. Vegetation types found within
Site 2 includes coastal sage scrub, mulefat scrub, annual grasstand, oak sycamore riparian
woodland, needlegrass grassland, ruderal grassland, disturbed or barren, omamental, and
developed. In the summer of 2005, eight pairs of coastal California gnatcatcher were observed.
Site 2 contributes the only remaining low elevation wildlife linkage between the Central and
Coastal NCCP/HCP reserve system and O’Neil Regional Park and the proposed habitat reserve
for the southem Orange County NCCP/HCP subregion.

Site 3 (IRWD) comprises approximately 82 acres of land within the southern portion of the
Project Area. The southem portion contains an ephemeral channel. Vegctanon types found
within Site 3 include coastal sage scrub, mulefat scrub, oak sycamore riparian woodland, annual -
grassland, ruderal grassland, eucalyptus woodlands, 1mgated row crops, disturbed and barren,

omamental, and developed.

Site 4 (Baker Ranch) comprises approximately 50 acres of land within the eastern portion of the
Project Area. The site has been significantly altered by mining activities and contains only very
small areas of native habitats. Vegetation types found within Site 4 include disturbed and barren,
ornamental, developed, nursery, open water, costal sage scrub (very low quality), and ruderal

- grassland,
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Site 5 (Whisler/Greystone) comprises approximately 13 acres of land within the central portion
of the City, Vegetation types found within Site 5 include disturbed and barren, developed,
ruderal grassland, annual grassland, orchard, ornamental, and coastal sage scrub. The federaily
threatened coastal California gnatcatcher and the state species of special concern coastal cactus
wren (Campylorhynchus brunnecaptllus couesi) were observed on-site.

Site 6 (Pacific Heritage) comprises approximately 18 acres of land within the southem portion of
the Project Area. There is an ephemeral stream channel that bisects the site from south to north
and may have a seasonal wetland associated with it. Vegetation types found within Site 6 include
sagebrush and sage scrub, mulefat scrub, sagebrush-grassland ecotone, southern cactus scrub,
irrigated agriculture, ruderal, developed, and seasonal wetland (potential). The federally
threatened coastal California gnatcatcher and the state species of special concern California
cactus wren were observed on-site. -

Site 7 (Nakase) comprises approximately 45 acres of 121 acres of land within the central portion
of the Project Area,; it is proposed for use as future public facilities. The site is entirely
surrounded by industrial and commercial complexes. No native habitat remains onsite.

Vegetation types found within Site 7 include disturbed and barren, developed, nursery, and ~ __|

ornamental.

The Wildlife Agencies commend the City for including more open space, ‘community park/open A

space and conceptual park locations in the GPA. However, the Wildlife Agencies strongly
encourage the City to identify additional native/naturalized habitat for the eastern and southem
boundary. of Site 2. This would enhance the low elevation linkage between the Central and
Coastal NCCP/HCP reserve system and O’Neil Regional Park and the proposed habitat reserve
for the southern Orange County NCCP/HCP subregion. Movement serves to aid in the
geographical distribution of genetic material and maintain a level of variability in the gene pool
of a population. Influxes of wildlife from nearby populations contribute to the genetic diversity
of a local population, helping ensure the population’s ability to adapt to changing environmental
conditions. Additionally, we encourage the inclusion of measures to allow wildlife to safely cross
the road alignments. Use of bridges, undercrossings and overpasses, in concert with directional

-fencing, should be used to the extent feasible. These structures should be designed to encourage J

wildlife use and to minimize roadkill.
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‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Lake Forest Opporturities Study
Project. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Chris Medak of the
Service at (760) 431-9440 or Leslee Newton-Reed of the Department at (858) 467-4281.

% _ Sincerely,

n A. Goebel Michael J. Mulliganf

Assistant Field Supervisor Deputy Regional Manager ' :
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service A California Department of Fish and Game

cc:  State Clearinghouse, Sacramento, CA
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B Response to Comments: CDFG and USFWS

RTC CDFG-1

RTC CDFG-2

The comment provides an ovetview of the regulatory jurisdiction and authority of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice and the relationship of the proposed OSA project to the
Orange County Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Communities Conservation
Plan/Habitat Consetvation Plan (“NCCP”). The comment identifies the means by
which non-patticipating landowners whose property lie within the NCCP may satisfy
the tequitements of the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts in relationship to
species covered by the NCCP. The three means are: (1) on site avoidance of take of a
listed species; (2) satisfacton of the applicable permitting and/or consultation
ptocesses provided for under the State and Federal Endangered Species Act outside of

_the ambit of the NCCP; ot (3) payment of a mitigation fee established by the NCCP.

The comment then goes on to describe the various sites comprising the OSA
properties.

The OSA Draft EIR provides an ovetview of the NCCP in Section 3.4.7 (Planning
and Regulatory Framework) and how it identifies measures to reduce impacts to
coastal sage scrub habitat and NCCP covered species (see OSA Draft EIR at 3.4-34 et
seq) Mitigation Measute 3.4-1 provides that if sensitive species or habitats are
documented on a site within the OSA, and the species and/or habitat is covered by
the NCCP, that the development applicant shall comply with the applicable
requitements of the NCCP. Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 identifies as mitigation the
payment of the mitigation fee established by the NCCP to mitigate impacts to species
covered by the NCCP — the thitd measure identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Setvice in its comments. Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 also requires compliance with
NCCP construction impact avoidance measures at the time of project construction.
For species not covered by the NCCP, Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 identifies compliance
with the requitements of the permitting and consultation provisions of the State and
Federal Endangered Species Act as a means of mitigating this impact — consistent with
the second measure identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in its comments.
In conclusion, the OSA Draft EIR recognizes and acknowledges the NCCP and
incotporates the measutes identified in the NCCP to address covered and non-
covered species as mitigation measutes consistent with the comments of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

The comment encoutages the City to consider identifying additional
native/naturalized habitat for the eastern and southern boundary of Site 2 (Portola
Centet) to enhance linkage between the NCCP Reserve and O’Neil Regional Park and
to provide measures to allow wildlife crossing.

As this is a2 programmatic document, the location and size of any open space within
Site 2 and wildlife crossing measures will be identified, discussed, and analyzed within
the project-level environmental document for any future project that is proposed on
the site.
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COIR

Community Develcpment Department WWWLCLITVINE. GRS

City of hvine, One Civic Center Plaza, PO. Box 19575, lrvine, California 92623-9575  (949) 724-6000

RECEIVED

MAR 3 0 2006

CITY OF
DEveLGPue e )

March 27, 2006

Ms. Gayle Ackerman, AICP

Director of Development Services

City of Lake Forest Development Services Department
25550 Commercentre Drive, Suite 100

Lake Forest, CA 92630

SUBJECT:. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR):
LAKE FOREST OPPORTUNITIES STUDY PROGRAM

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The City of irvine has reviewed the Draft EIR for the proposed Lake Forest
Opportunities Study Program. Based on its review, the C|ty of irvine has the

following comments:
Agricuitural Resources

1. The Draft EIR fails to acknowledge that 80 acres have been designated as
“Agriculture” in the Great Park Land Use Plan. The Draft EIR falls to 1
discuss potential impacts relating to the viability of long-term agricultural
use pursuant to the Great Park Land Use Plan adjacent to res'dentual uses
within Site 1.

Air Quality

2. Impact 3.3-3, pg 3.3-23: The version of the URBEMIS model used in the
DEIR is outdated. The current version of URBEMIS is 8.7. it is important
to use the latest version of the URBEMIS emissions inventory model 2
because there have been changes to the methodology and emission
rates. The current version of the URBEMIS model will produce different
emissions estimates than the outdated version used in the DEIR. The
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Ms. Gayle Ackerman
March 27, 2006
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DEIR needs to implement the current version of the emissions inventory 2
model. -

3. Impact 3.3-3, pg 3.3-23: The impact threshold identified in this impact .
statement asks if the project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The SCAQMD thresholds identified
under this impact statement are regional emissions thresholds in pounds
per day emitted within the South Coast Air Basin and are not
concentrations. Concentrations are defined as mass per unit volume of
air. Impact 3.3-2, on page 3.3-19, identifies localized concentrations of
carbonh monoxide and aptly applies to this threshold question, while the 3
impact threshold under 3.3-2 aptly applies to the air quality standard, in
pounds per day, identified by the SCAQMD. The impact analysis under
each impact threshold needs to be revised to reflect the correct threshold
question asked in the respective threshold statement. In addition, Table
3.3-8, Summary of Impacts, on page 3.3-30, and Table ES-2, Summary of
Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures, needs to reflect these
changes and revised significance findings.

4. Appendix D Air Quality: Appendix D needs to provide the emission factor ] 4
output used in the CO hotspot modeling.

5. Appendix D Air Quality: Based on Appendix D of the EIR, the carbon
monoxide analysis did not follow methodology established by Caltrans’
Transportation Project Level Carbon Monoxide Analysis Protocol. The
protocol established by Caltrans provides updated methodology and
guidelines for the quantification of potential CO impacts. The Caltrans
protocol establishes sensitive receptor locations 10 feet (3 meters) from
the edge of the roadway and not 25-100 feet as used in the analysis within
the DEIR. The closer the sensitive receptor locations to the congested 5
roadways, the higher the concentrations of carbon monoxide. Modeling of
sensitive receptors 25-100 feet away from roadways does not represent

~ the worst-case potential CO exposures from people 10 feet from
congested roadways such as people waiting for buses or people at the
front yards of their residences. As such, the DEIR analysis did not
evaluate the worst-case as required under the Caitrans’ protocal. —

6. Appendix D: (in text: Impact 3.3-3, Table 3.3-7, pg 3.3-25): Air quality —
modeling for the project changed the default summer temperature from
980°F and used a summer temperature of 75°F. While the Western
Regional Climate Center for the Tustin Irvine Ranch Monitoring Station 6
shows the average annual high around 75.6°F, the average summer
temperatures are substantially higher than the average annual
temperatures, which include maximum winter, fall and spring months.
According to the Tustin lrvine Ranch Monitoring Station, average
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Ms. Gayle Ackerman
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Page 3 of 4

85.5°F. As the maximum average summer temperature reaches as high
as 85.5°F in the month of August in the project vicinity, a temperature of

maximum temperatures during the summer months range from 79.0°F to J
6
85°F would better reflect worst-case summer emissions.

7. Impact 3.10-4, page 3.10-16: The DEIR’s evaluation of cumulative traffic
noise identified significant noise impacts due to substantial noise
increases at eight locations. In response to this significant cumulative
noise impact, the DEIR states on page 3.10-20, “Therefore, given the
potential for a significant impact, MM 3.10-2 shall require further CEQA
review with the submittal of each area plan or tentative map for the
Proposed Project, reducing this potential impact at the program stage to a
less-than-significant level.” The finding of less than significant cumulative
noise impacts is based on mitigation measure 3.10-2 which states, “Prior
to issuance of a Site Development Permit and/or Use Permit for site-
specific developments within the Project Area, the City shall conduct a
tiered site-specific analysis under CEQA to determine whether the 7
individual project will expose sensitive receptors to either a substantial
increase in ambient noise resulting from increased traffic volumes
generated by that project or excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels. Where significant impacts are identified,
appropriate mitigation shall be required.” This mitigation measure requires
an analysis at an individual project level. This individual project level
analysis would not change the finding of a CUMULATIVE noise impact
that was already identified in the DEIR. The DEIR identified a cumulative
noise impact from all individual projects that comprise the City of Lake
Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR and this finding would not
change when the noise study focuses on cumulative impacts associated
with individual components of the project. In addition, mitigation measure
3.10-2 states that if impacts occur, “appropriate mitigation shall be
required’. This mitigation measure calls for other non-specified mitigation
measures that do not ensure that significant cumulative noise impacts -
would be avoided.

Traffic/Transportation

8. We note that the LFTM Program has been included as part of your project
description and has been referenced in the traffic section of the EIR.
Please explain how LFTM works, what its purpose is, and how it wili 8
achieve that purpose. In addition, please confirm that any traffic
improvements installed pursuant to the LFTM Program will be subject to
separate environmental analyses, as more details concerning the specifics
of those improverments become known.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the proposed Lake -
Forest Opportunities Study. The City of Irvine looks forward to continuing to work
with your city as this project moves forward, particularly regarding the

relationship between the proposed Lake Forest Transportation Mitigation
Program and the City of Irvine's North Irvine Transportation Mitigation Program.

Please feel free to contact Barry Curtis, Principal Planner, at (949) 724-6354 or
beurtis@ci.irvine.ca.us if you have any questions or comments regarding this
matier. .

Sincerely,

iNA CHRISTmSEN. AIA %NT
Director of Community Development Director o lic Wo

¢c.  Sean Joyce, City Manager
Brian Fisk, Manager of Planning Services
Manuel Gomez, Deputy Director of Public Works
Barry Curtis, Principal Planner
Jon Toolson, City Project Development Administrator
Kerwin Lau, Supervising Transportation Analyst
Amy Mullay, Associate Planner
Lisa Thai, Associate Transportation Analyst
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B Response to Comments: COIR

RTC COIR-1

RTC COIR-2

RTC COIR-3

‘As shown in Figures 2-3 and 2-4 in the Draft PEIR, there is no change in land use

designation for the portion of Site 1 that abuts the 90 acre portion of the Great Park
that the commenter references.

It is unclear from the comment, why the commenter believes that a change in land use
on the remainder of Site 1 from non-residential to tesidential would be more likely to
affect the viability of agricultural uses on the 90 acre agricultural portion of the Great
Park referenced, than uses allowed under the City’s existing General Plan.

The commenter is noting that a version of URBEMIS priot to version 8.7 was used
for the Draft PEIR. While the commenter is correct, URBEMIS vetsion 7.5, which is
the version used for the Draft PEIR, was the latest available model at the time the
analysis in the Draft PEIR was being performed. The major changes to URBEMIS
version 8.7 include residential land use screens being modified to include acreage,
residential trip rates being based on ITE trip generation rates and project density
values, revised area source and operational mitigation measures being incorporated
into the model, the area and operational mitigation measures now being based on the
latest research on applicable mitigation measures, natural gas fired stoves and
architectural coating emissions being added to the area source emission module of
URBEMIS, and the output report now includes a time and date stamp and detailed
information about each mitigation measure selected by the user. The only one of these
updated characteristics would have an affect on the analysis is the update to residential
trip rates being based on ITE trip generation rates and project density values.
Howevet, as these values were changed using trip generation rates from the traffic
study, which are based on ITE trip generation rates and project density values, this
would not affect the output of the URBEMIS model. Therefore, use of URBEMIS
vetsion 7.5 is considered sufficient for this analysis. No further response is required.

Both the State and the Federal government have promulgated ait quality standards.
The SCAQMD has developed significance thresholds in order to determine whether a
project results in air quality impacts. (See:
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.doc). Impact 3.3-2 asks whether
the project would result in the violation of an air quality standard. The analysis then
looks at whether the project would result in ot contribute to the exceedance of either
the State of Federal ambient air quality standatrd for CO. Impact 3.3-3 analyzes
whether the project would result in an exceedance of SCAQMD’s emissions
thresholds.

Text Changes

The impact statements have been modified for purposes of clarification, as follows:
On page 3.3-19 of the Draft PEIR and in the Table ES-2:

Impact 3.3-2

qua-hfy—welaﬂeﬂ— Devglggment un gg Qg Qgggg ]gg; gould not

xpose sensitive _treceptotrs t ubstantial pollutant concentrations in
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RTC COIR-4

RTC COIR-5

violation of an air quality standard (CO) or contribute substantially to an

existing or projected air litv violation

In addition, the following impact statement has been modified on page 3.3-23 of the
Draft PEIR and in Table ES-2:

ould result in emissions of identifi ollutants in excess of
n er dav or ton t quarter thresholds establish the
SCAQMD.

These changes do not change the conclusions of the Draft PEIR.

The commenter is stating that emissions factors need to be provided in Appendix D
for CO hotspot modeling. Emissions factors are shown on each page of the CO
hotspot analysis in Appendix D under column C of “Roadway CO Contributions and
Concentrations”.

The commenter is noting the Draft PEIR used a methodology different from the
Caltrans Transportation Project Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, which includes the
use of the CALINE4 model. The use of the BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4
screening procedute is a2 SCAQMD-accepted method of evaluating localized CO
concentrations. The BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 screening procedure calculates
emissions based on individual vehicle counts, which is an accurate means of estimating
localized CO concentrations. Use of the simplified CALINE4 screening procedure
was confirmed on July 19, 2005 in a telephone conversation with Steve Smith, Ph.D.,
the SCAQMD’s Program Supetvisor for the CEQA Section. According to Dr. Smith,
use of the BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 screening procedure is acceptable to the
SCAQMD, providing that cuttent emission factors are used and the roadway and
traffic data is supported by information in a technical traffic study. In the case of the
proposed project, the emission factors used in the analysis were updated to
EMFAC2002 by the EIR consultant ptior to the preparation of the Draft. The
roadway and traffic data used as inputs to the screening procedure were obtained from
the Traffic Study, which is included as Appendix I to the Draft PEIR. Based on this
information, the analysis presented in the Draft PEIR addresses the commentet’s
concerns regarding the use of the BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 scteening
procedure. Because the emissions calculated by the screening procedure ate based on
worst-case assumptions and are well below national and State standards, a detailed
analysis of localized CO concentrations using the Caltrans methodology would not be
necessary to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project. In addition, maximum one-
hour and eight-hour CO concentrations were calculated for representative receptots
located 25, 50, and 100 feet from each roadway. These distances were selected because
they represent locations whete 2 petson may be living or wotking for more than one
ot eight hours at a time. No further response is required.
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RTC COIR-6

RTC COIR-7

RTC COIR-8

The commentet is noting that the default that the default summer temperature was
changed from 90°F to 75°F, which is the average annual high, wheteas the Tustin
Irvine Ranch monitoting stations show average maximum temperature during the
summer months ranging from 79°F to 85.5°F. The calculations have been altered to
reflect the change back to the default of 90°F, which is the worst case scenario. This
will not change impact conclusions contained the Draft PDEIR, impacts are already
identified as significant and unavoidable.

Text Change

The operational calculations contained in Appendix D have been replaced with
corrected calculations for the summer months. :

See RTC ELWA2-24.

‘The LFTM is desctibed mote fully in Chapter 5 of the Traffic Report for the project,
contained in Appendix I of the PEIR. The LFTM is designed to address impacts of
2030 build-out of the City, with the proposed project. It also addresses anticipated
deficiencies, given the existence of unfunded MPAH improvements. The LFIM
Ordinance establishes a fee which the Opportunities Study landowners would be
requited to pay. This funding would be used for the specified improvements. If those
improvement have the potential to create significant impacts, those impacts would be
evaluated ptior to issuance of construction contracts for those improvements, as

tequired by CEQA.

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 872



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

Robert Boner
Mayor

Milt Robbins
Mayor Pro Tem

Bert Hack
Councilmember

Bob Ring
Counclimember

Brenda B, Ross
Councilmember

LesHe A. Keane
Clty Manager

24264 Bl Toro Road « Laguna Woods, CA 92653 « Phone (949) 639-0500 o Fax (949) 639-0591 »

Transportation and Circulation:

RECEIvEp

CITY of LAGUNA WOODS

RE: Lake Forest Opportunities Study-Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The City of Laguna Woods would like to thank you for the opportunity to Eommcnt
on the Lake Forest Opportunities Study Draft Environmental Impact Report. The
City of Laguna Woods offets the following comments:

e

The City of Laguna Woods has concems over regional development patterns that
effect roadway capacity (ADTs) and intersection levels of service (LOS) within the
City of Laguna Woods. To aid in the environmental review process, 1 offer the
following specific transportation comments:

1. We recognize that the intersection analysis utilized in the extended study arca

does not show a significant change between the existing General Plan and
proposed amendment. - It is; however, unclear from the analysis whether or
not the LFTAM has been recently updated to reflect the established land use
patterns in the City of Laguna Woods General Plan adopted in October 2002.

. The extended study area begins to took at some of the cumulative intersection

impacts within our City, but is limited to intersection analysis, which may or
may not be correct based on comment 1 above. The analysis in the extended
study area should also address ADTs on roadways and distribution pattemns.:

- The study should also provide an analysis and discussion of distribution

patterns in the extended study area as well as an impact analysis on roadway
sections should portions of the MPAH never be constructed. It is unclear at
this time whether the Ridge Route or Santa Maria extensions will ever be
constructed. If not, the traffic patterns and intersection service levels may be
dramatically different.

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR
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Gayle Ackerman, AICP '
Director of Development Services
City of Lake Forest ~
25550 Commercenter Drive, Suite 100
Lake Forest, CA 92630 :

Website: www.lagunawoodscity.org
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Lake Forest EIR
March 15, 2006
Page 2

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR

Sincerely, ,

Mr. Laurg

CoLw

Hydrology and Water Quality:

1. Stormwater runoff.and water quality issues are becoming more and more a |

multi-jurisdictional issue. As a copermittee within the project watersheds, the
City of Laguna Woods understands the importance of the site-specific BMPs
and mitigation measures associated with individual site development. There is
also a need to look at larger watershed cumulative impacts and opportunities
for regional mitigation. The City would recommend that in addition to
incremental site-specific mitigation, an analysis be done in the EIR for the
feasibility of any of the proposed sites for regional treatment BMPs. In the
early land use planning stages, there may be opportunities fo address the
increases in impervious surface areas associated with new development as
well as treatment of existing runoff within the watersheds. As the land use
pattern becomes fixed and larger tracts of land are developed, opportunities for
regional stormwater runoff treatment BMPs become less viable.

. The discussion on flooding addressed issues of 100 and 500 year flood events

in the project area and within the existing flood control channel. The analysis
does not address downstream impacts that might result from the increased
flows resulting from increases in impervious surfaces as a result of new
development. Analysis should look at downstream capacity and net drainage
impact to Aliso Creek and other downstream drainage and flood control
facilities. ' : '

If you have questions or need clarification on any of the comments above, please
contact me at 949-639-0521.

oo

arr, Community Development Director

CC: File
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B Response to Comments: COLW

RTC COLW-1

The LFTM analysis uses the year 2030 OCP-2004 demographic projects maintained by
the County. These projections do not include the City’s October 2002 General Plan
amendment. After discussing the issue with the City of Laguna Woods it was
determined that the following “sensitivity” analysis would be conducted to determine if
the absence of this information would alter the conclusions of the traffic study
summatized in the Draft PEIR. The following summarizes the results of the sensitivity
analysis conducted to evaluate the potential effects of updated information provided by
the City of Laguna Woods relative to the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (Draft PEIR).

The vetsion of the Lake Forest Traffic Analysis Model (LFTAM) that was applied in
the Draft PEIR traffic study utilized the Orange County Projections - 2004 (OCP-
2004) data set that was available at the time that the traffic study was initiated. In
August 2005 the City of Laguna Woods submitted a modified set of OCP-2004
employment projections to the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) for
incorporation into the Orange County Transportation Analysis Model (OCTAM). The
modified projections increase the amount of future employment growth that is forecast
to occur in the City of Laguna Woods by the following amounts:

Timeframe

Retall Seyvice Other Total
Employment Employment Employment Employment

Year 2030

346 82 212 640

To evaluate the potential effect of this added employment growth in Laguna Woods
on the findings of the project traffic study, a sensitivity analysis of with-project
conditions with the added Laguna Woods employment growth was conducted for the
following intersections:

Intersection 130 — Ridge Route & Moulton
Intersection 37 — Paseoo de Valencia at Avd Catlota
Intertsection 131 — Santa Maria & Moulton
Intersection 144 — El Toro & Paseo de Valencia
Intersection 132 — El Toro & Moulton

Table 1 summarizes 2030 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, for arterial roadways in
the City of Laguna Woods with and without the additional OCP-2004 employment
growth. Table 2 summarizes the corresponding AM and PM peak hour intersection
capacity utilization (ICU) values and LOSs for arterial intersections in the City of
Laguna Woods.

Accotding to the Draft PEIR, the only location significantly impacted by the proposed
project is Paseo De Valencia at Avenida de la Catlota, which as can be seen here, is
unaffected by the increased employment. Improvements to this intersection are

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-75



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

included in the LFTM as shown in Draft PEIR Table 3.14-15. As a result project
impacts are less than significant. Other locations with or without Laguna Woods
employment did not meet the significance threshold for project impacts.

Tabe 1
2030ADT SUMMARY
City of Laguna Woods Without Added Laguna With Added Laguna Woods
Arterial Roadway Scenario Woods Employment Employment

El Toro Road east of With-Project 40,000 42,000

Moulton Parkway

El Toro Road west of With-Project 33,000 36,000

Moulton Parkway

Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 57,000 58,000

Ridge Route Drive »

Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 53,000 55,000

Santa Maria Avenue _

Moulton Parkway south of With-Project 55,000 56,000

El Toro Road

Paseo de Valencia south of With-Project 39,000 40,000

El Toro Road

Santa Maria Avenue west of With-Project 11,000 12,000

Moulton Parkway

Table 2
2030 ICU SUMMARY
Without Laguna Woods Employment With Laguna Woods Employment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
City of Laguna Woods Intersection (o7} LOS icu LOS Icu LOS Icu LOS

Ridge Route & Moulton 63 B .76 C .64 B J7 c
Paseo de Valencia at Avd Carlota 62 B 1.05 F 62 B 1.05 F
Santa Maria & Moulton 95 E .89 D .95 E .90 D
El Toro & Paseo de Valencia 65 B 64 B .65 B .66 B
El Toro & Moulton 1.06 F 1.03, F 1.07 F 1.05 F

The ADT and peak hour results summatized here for the sensitivity analysis based on
the added OCP-2004 employment growth in the City of Laguna Woods indicate that
traffic levels on the City of Laguna Woods attetial roadway system are higher with the
added employment growth, but that the added employment does not result in any
additional project impacts or the need for additional project mitigation measutes.

" RTC COLW-2 See RTC COLW-1. Projected ADT values for roadway segments wete used as an
input to the noise analysis. No evidence of the need fot a link type analysis was
identified as part of the development of ADT values for the noise analysis. Since
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RTC COLW-3

RTC COLW-4

RTC COLW-5

intersection functioning is generally the bottleneck in the functioning of roadways an
intersection analysis was done. In addition a freeway mainline analysis was prepared,
as a link analysis is mote appropriate for a roadway with no intersections.

The project scenario included only funded portions of the MPAH.

This comment discusses the need to look at large watershed cumulative impacts and
opportunities for regional mitigation. The commenter also recommends that the City
of Lake Forest analyze the feasibility of regional treatment BMPs. Regional treatment
strategies and BMPs fot stormwater runoff and water quality issues are not identified
by the City of Lake Forest at this time. The Proposed Project includes potential
development of several noncontiguous properties in three watersheds /subwatersheds.
Consequently, implementation of site-specific BMPs and treatment strategies is both
practicable and efficient for minimizing potential impacts that might be associated
with the Proposed Project. Development of a regional approach is not within the
scope of the project or an obligation of the City. Site specific measures will benefit
the regional watershed. It is noted that there may be an opportunity to evaluate the
feasibility of regional best management practices (RBMPs) in the future. See also
Topical Response 3.

The comment asserts that the Draft PEIR analysis does not address the potential
downstream flood and drainage impacts within Aliso Creek by the proposed changes
in land use (increased impervious area). Runoff coefficients are used to apportion the
amount of precipitation that will runoff the land. The Draft PEIR analysis
approximated potential effects of land use changes on runoff by comparing existing
runoff coefficients with Proposed Project expected runoff coefficients (Table 3.8-2)
fot each of the two watersheds, Aliso Creek and San Diego Creek, as well as for the
combined effect.

Further analysis has been completed to separate out potential runoff changes to
individual creeks in the San Diego Creek watershed (Serrano Creek and Borrego
Canyon Wash) and composite runoff coefficients for all major drainages (Serrano
Creek, Borrego Canyon Wash, and Aliso Creek) has been added to Table 3.8-1.

As illustrated in the otiginal Table 3.8-2, based on information that is curtently
available, the approximate effects of changes in land use indicate that thete will not be
a net increase in stormwater runoff to Aliso Creek. As noted in the Draft PEIR (p.
3.8-25), “Relatively lower post-development runoff coefficients are due, in part, to
grading landscaping, and potential effects of vegetative covet....”

The existing landscape consists of fairly steep, pootly-vegetated slopes with low
infiltration soils. Consequently, estimations of existing runoff coefficients are fairly
high; the potentially affected lands draining towards Aliso Creek already likely
experience a high amount of runoff. Although development of a bare propetty will
often increase the amount of imperviousness (and therefore, increase the potential for
runoff) project development it also requires grade leveling, landscaping, and
stormwater quality BMPs. Implementation of these features tends to reduce the
amount of stormwater runoff, and in some cases, increases the amount of infiltration,
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which offsets the potential increase in runoff because of more impervious surfaces.
Additional text has been added to the Impact 3.8-1 discussion in order to clarify this
situation.

Therefore, if there is no net increase in tunoff to Aliso Creek, as estimated based on
pte- and post-project runoff coefficients, there will be no impact on downstream
capacity and ho net drainage impacts to Aliso Creek. Furthermore, prior to site-
specific development, project applicants are required to provide a detailed hydrology
and hydraulics study that would identify potential impacts on peak flows and timing.

Please refer to mitigation measures MM 3.8-1 through MM 3.8-4, which provide
mitigation strategies that address potential impacts on Aliso Creek drainage capacity.
Additionally, mitigation measute MM 3.8-5 has also been added to assure that post-
project runoff will not exceed existing conditions.

Draft PEIR Text Changes:

Change the first patagraph by splitting it in half and inserting the following text within
the discussion, as follows:

Table 3.8-2 shows the petcent Proposed Project change, from both existing
conditions and the cutrent General Plan, in runoff coefficient for each site. These
values provide a telative indication of Proposed Project impact on runoff processes.
Higher coefficients will likely mean greater runoff.

The existing landscape consists of fairly stee ootly- tated slopes with low
infiltration soils. Conseque, imations of existing runoff fficients are fairl
high; otentially affected lands already likely experience a high amount of runoff.
Although development of a bare property will often increase the amount of
impervious nd therefore, increase th tential for runoff), it also requi
leveling, landscaping, and stormwater lity BMPs. Implementation of

featur nds to reduce the amount of stormwater runoff, and in some cases
incre e amount of infiltration, which off: otential incr

because of more impetvious surfaces. Therefore, post-project runoff coefficients are
often lower than pre-project runoff coefficients.

The overall volume of runoff from sites 1, 4, and 7 are expected to be greater for the
Proposed Project compared to existing conditions, but peak flow runoff is expected
to remain the same through implementation of detention basins and other BMPs to

~ avoid substantial increases in peak flow runoff. Overall runoff to the San Diego
Creck and Aliso Creek watersheds will likely decrease from current conditions and
the current General Plan. On an entite project basis, runoff will decrease when
compared to existing conditions.

Add to the end of Section 3.8.7 (Mitigation Measures) on page 3.8-38, add the
following mitigation measute:

MM 3.8-5 Prior to obtaining a mdz'n ermil, the applicant sha duct a bydrolo

b fics Study L ine_potenti ater runoff n eak flow.
the Cii 2 Form‘ p of Oran ion_storms, as well e 100-
ear $1o both existin osed Profec itions. Sufficient i shall
rovided Lo develop the existing condifions aw osed_Project tions

otential bydrosr iming of pea 5. Studies shall be completed b
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lified brofessi be_consi. ith stand. ineering practice. the

Agency—owned drainage or flood control facility shall be assessed and mitigation

measured designed and implemented to prevent post-construction stormflows from
excceeding pre-construction velumes and rates.
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T B Sugen
COUNTY OF ORANGE San Are, CA
P.O. Box 4048

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT S* Aos, CA 92702-4048
Telephone: 14} 834-2300

Fax: (714) 834-5188

COOR

RECEIVED

MAR 2 9 2006

NCL 06-009 .

March 27, 2006 : CITY OF LAKE FOREST

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DBPT

Gayle Ackerman, AICP .

Director of Development Services
City of Lake Forest ,
25550 Commercentre Drive, Suite 100
Lake Forest, CA 92630

SUBJECT: DEIR for the Lake Forest Opportunities Study

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The sbove referenced item is 2 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Lake
Forest. This project will re-designate seven parcels consisting of 838 acres of vacant land in the

project area.

The County of Orange has reviewed the DEIR and offers the following comments:

TRANSPORTATION

1.

The city’s Opportunities Study analyzes both the existing and the Year 2030 “buildout”
traffic conditions with no interim-year analysis. Due to long-term buildout characteristics
of the proposed Project and unknown phasing of future development, we concur with this
approach and that an interim year analysis would be highly speculative. The following
review comments are based on County’s petspective concerning FCPP roadway and
intersection improvements within the City of Lake Forest.

ALTON PARKWAY

2,

Limited information is included in the city’s Opportunities Study concerning the
implementation of Alton Parkway. Page 3.14-14 simply identifies Alton Parkway as an
un-constructed six-lane divided Major Arterial Highway. Table 3.14-4 shows Alton
Parkway as a “committed” project and would be in place by the year 2030. It also shows
Foothill Circulation Phasing Plan (FCPP) as funding source, “administered by the County

1
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and Measure M.” All Figures shown in the city’s Opportunities Study indicate that Alton
Parkway will be constructed by the year 2030. It is reasonable to assume that Alton
Parkway, therefore, is one of the city’s high priority projects over other FCPP
intersection improvements identified within the city limits.

FCPP INTERSECTIONS

2, Table 3.14-13 shows all FCPP intersections located within the City of Lake Forest are
currently operating at an acceptable level of service. This table also compares the Level
of Service (LOS) between the “Exlstmg Condition” and “2030 with Project,” which
represents the worst-case scenario in the buildout year. The Study indicates the following
FCPP intersections would experience a decrease in LOS in the buildout year of 2030.

#17. ElToro & Trabuco

. #25. El Toro & Jeronimo
#30. Los Alisos & Muirlands
#32. Ridge Route & Rockfield

3. Since Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) worksheets in Appendix I (CD ROM) do 1

not include-the actual ICU calculations, we are unable to verify the changes in the LOS
In any event, the additional background and Project traffic | 4
generated beyond 2010 are not the obligation, nor part of the scope, of the original FCPP
program. The FCPP intersection improvements were based on traffic projections for the |

for these intersections.

Existing
AM/PM

Post 2030
AM/PM
D/E
E/B
EF
C/F

CB
B/B
CD
A/A

built-out year of “Post-2010" using early OCTAM traffic forecast model.

4. Table 3.14-15 suggested a set of intersection improvements as part of the Lake Forest ]
Traffic Mitigation (LFTM) program component of the project. The FCPP intersection of
El Toro and Trabuco is among the 18 intersections listed in Table 3.14-15. The LFTM
recommends adding “de facto NBR” and “de facto WBR” at this intersection. Since ICU
calculations are not included in the Appendix I (CDROM), it is unclear how the ‘“de
facto” improvements will be implemented. Normally, “de facto” refers. to a curb lane
having 19’ or greater width that could be wide enough to accommodate an un-marked
right turn lane. The Study needs to define how the proposed improvements will be |

implemented.

MITIGATION MEASURES

. 5. . The Study states that “LFTM is a part of the project and implementation of the LFTM
will ensure that the impacts of the proposed Project are less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required.” With that being said, except for the intersection of El
Toro and Trabuco, neither Alton Parkway nor any other FCPP intersections within the
City limits are listed in the LFTM. The Study, however, lists Alton Parkway as a
committed project in Table 3.14-4 and assumes the facility would be in place by buildout

year 2030.
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6.

Based on our review of the City’s Opportunities Study, we recommend that the Study
include discussion on the implementation of Alton Parkway and acknowledge in the 7
Study that the project has priority over all other FCPP projects within the city limits.

FLOOD

7.

" 10.

11.

- impacts. Hydrology and hydraulic analyses must be consistent with the prevailing ]

No adverse impacts or worsening of existing conditions should result to County and

Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) facilities as a result of proposed

developments. The City of Lake Forest should ensure that impacts will be analyzed and 8
mitigation measures proposed to ensure flooding potential will not be worsened,

floodplains and/or flooding areas will not be shifted elsewhere and erosion will not be

caused or worsened by the proposed projects.

propose, in consultation with the County’s Flood Control Division, appropriate mitigation
measures that will need to be implemented for resolving any adverse project impacts to
such facilities when the proposed developments are implemented.

The DEIR should identify potential project impacts to County or OCFCD facilities and ]
9

For regionally sized channels and in order to provide the needed flood control protection
to the proposed developments, we request that the City condition developers to construct 10
ultimate flood control improvements meeting OCFCD’s standards and dedicate the
necessary right-of-way to OCFCD.

Intensification of land uses and resulting increases in impermeable areas beyond existing
levels when combined with new or improved local drainage facilities are likely to result
in higher than existing condition or previously planned discharges being delivered to
downstream areas adjacent to or within floodplains, and those lacking adequate flood
control/drainage facilities. Consequently, project implementation must include necessary 11
hydrology and hydraulic studies to identify project impacts to downstream facilities and
floodplain areas, and include appropriate mitigation measures to alleviate adverse

criteria of the Orange County Hydrology Manual (OCHM), Addendum No. 1 to the
OCHM and the Orange County Flood Control Design Manual.

The proposed land uses may increase the impervious areas and therefore result in higher
discharges within the drainage subareas in the San Diego Creek Flood Control Master
Plan (SDCFCMP). Although these developments are a small portion of the drainage
subaress, the City should ensure that the aggregate percentage of impervious areas within 12
subareas does not exceed the percentages specified in the SDCFCMP. This is necessary
as a part of the City’s role in ensuring that all land use approvals by the City are
consistent with the SDCFCMP’s assumptions, otherwise downstream facilities which

have already been constructed in conformance with the SDCFCMP might be .
compromised.

3
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12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

‘complement the project’s goal of minimizing the impact on the existing Borrego Canyon

Improvement of deficient local drainage facilities to service proposed developments is

likely to have the potential to deliver higher discharges to downstream areas with

floodplains and deficient flood control facilities. Consequently, the City should ensure 1
that impacts resulting from such actions are properly analyzed and mitigated to ensure

" flooding potential is not worsened or floodplains and flooding problems are not shifted

clsewhere.

The City, as the floodplain administrator, should ensure that floodplains are properly
identified in project sites and structures within flood hazard areas will be located outside
the 100-year floodplain in conformance with Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) regulations. The City also needs to require FEMA Letters of Map Revision
(LOMR) when grading or development will impact floodplains to ensure that changes to
the floodplains are documented and reflected in FEMA'’s floodplain maps.

Since the City is responsible for land use planning and development within its municipal

 limits, the City should review and approve all local hydrology and hydraulic analyses

including the needed 100-year flood protection for proposed developments within the
project areas. Proposed flood protection measures should not worsen existing conditions
or move flooding problems downstream or upstream: of proposed redevelopments.

If channels within the planning areas are to remain natural, due to the meandering nature -

of natural channels, the developers need to consider bank protection and/or other flood
control facilities to provide necessary protection against potential erosion/scouring and
flooding for the proposed developments within the planning areas. It is desirable for
QCFCD to own and maintain such channels if they are regional in terms of drainage area
and provided that they are designed and constructed as ultimate channel facilities
(including but not limited to necessary protection on both sides of the channel, grade
stabilization, maintenance access, etc.) which meet OCFCD’s standards and criteria. Any

lesser level of improvements approved by the City as a part of their development ]

processing should be accepted and maintained by the City.

conducted only after receiving an encroachment permit from the County. For information
regarding County permit application process, Valerie Oxford of the RDMD/County Property
Permits Section should be contacted at (714) 834-3474.

All work within, over and/or under OCFCD and County of Orange right-of-way should be :|
17

The 3™ paragraph of the Sediment section on page 3.8-35 of the DEIR states that “in order to

Wash, as a part of the Proposed Project, an erosion resistant armor would be constructed

along the portion of the Borrego Canyon Wash bordering the Shea-Baker Ranch

development...” We believe the current proposal to only armor one side of the channel could
adversely affect the opposite bank unless similar bank protection is provided on the opposite

bank and sufficient analyses are conducted to ensure that any improvements will not resultin

worsened conditions elsewhere.

The 3 paragraph of the Sediment section on page 3.8-35 of the DEIR also states that ]'19
“the Project itself will not contribute significant runoff into the Wash in the Shea/Baker

4
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Ranch area of the Wash that has been subject to significant erosion in the past as all
Project runoff, including runoff from Alton parkway through Shea/Baker Ranch will be
conveyed to a detention basin that will release runoff into the Wash at the southerly end
of the Shea/Baker Ranch property near Commercentre Drive below the area where 19
erosion has occurred in the past.” Although such a detention basin may mitigate
increases in peak runoff, since the development will result in more runoff (increased
volume), more frequent runoff, and Jess sediment laden runoff, the City needs to ensure
that adequate analyses are conducted to verify that the development will not result in
worsened erosion downstream of the project site. Otherwise, additional mitigation

" measures may be necessary. : -

19,  The 3" paragraph of the Sediment section on Page 3.8-35 of the DEIR fails to mention
. that the existing Borrego Canyon Wash adjacent to the Shea/Baker Ranch property has
been relocated to a linear alignment through historical farming operations in the area. 20
The relocation and straightening of the-creek probably resuited in the steepening of the
creek, and contributed to increased flow velocities and increased erosion along the
Shea/Baker Ranch section of the creek.

20.  Page 3.8-35, Footnote 9 to the Sediment section indicates that “during project design, -

: OCFCD will be asked to approve appropriate material(s) for slope and bottom
stabilization.” Unless the proposed improvements are revised to include protecting both :
sides of the creek, stabilize the invert, and meet OCFCD’s standards and criteria, OCFCD 21
will not be involved in reviewing (or accepting) any improvements. Since the proposed
improvements are within the City of Lake Forest, such improvements to protect the
development should be reviewed and approved by the City of Lake Forest as a part of
their development review process. '

21.  Page 3.8-35, Foommote 10 to the Sediment section indicates that “changes to the 100-year
floodplain are expected to occur entirely within the Shea-Baker property.” We do not believe
changes to the floodplain will only occur on the Shea/Baker Ranch property. If flooding used 22
to occur on this site, we believe flooding may be shifted to the other side as a result of raising
the site or constructing a flood wall along the Shea/Baker Ranch side of the creek. The City
should require appropriate studies to be conducted to document such changes which may
result from such development projects.

22, The 4" paragraph of the Sediment section on Page 3.8-35 of the DEIR states that the
armaring along the Shea/Baker Ranch property “could potentially result in flows being
channeled away from the armored side and towards the center of the Wash or the unarmored
side, which is fairly protected due to the debris and vegetation that has lodged along that side
of the bank.” Such debris and vegetation cannot be relied on to protect the opposite bank
from potential future erosion and as stated previously, the channel should be improved to
meet OCFCD’s standards and criteria including but not limited to improving both sides of the
channel, stabilizing the channel grade, and providing for maintenance access to the channel.
We believe the current proposal to enly armor one side of the channel could adversely affect
the opposite bank unless similar bank protection is provided on the opposite bank. 4

23
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23.  The last sentence of the Sediment section on Page 3.8-36 of the DEIR states that the -
proposed lining along the Shea/Baker Ranch property as well as the slope adjacent to the
wash will be owned and maintained by either a public agency or private association -
(business or homeowners). As stated above, for regionally sized channels, we request
that the City condition developers to construct ultimate flood control improvements
meeting OCFCD’s standards and dedicate the necessary right-of-way to OCFCD. The
channel should be improved to meet OCFCD’s standards and criteria including but not
limited to improving both sides of the channel, stabilizing the channel grade, and
providing for maintenance access to the channel. We do not believe that it is appropriate
to expect a business or homeowners association to maintain regional flood control -
improvements. If OCFCD ownership of facilities is anticipated, discussions should start
early in the development process to ensure that agreements are in place for the design,
construction, and acceptance of such improvements.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the DEIR. If you have any questions, please
contact Charlotte Harryman at (714) 834-2522.

~ Sincerely,

Ronald L. Tippets, Chi€s
Environmental Planning Division

6
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W Response to Comments: COOR

RTC COOR-1

RTC COOR-2

RTC COOR-3

This comment is noted and transmitted through inclusion in the Final PEIR to the
City’s decision-makers for consideration. See also Topical Response 2.

An EIR has been prepated for the Alton Parkway Project and approved by the
Orange County Board of Supervisors. The final design of the Alton Parkway Project
will establish the alignment for constructing a gap closure on Alton Parkway between
Irvine Boulevard in the City of Itvine and Commercecentre Drive in the City of Lake
Forest. The design fot this segment of the Alton Parkway gap closure is anticipated to
be completed in 2008, with construction occurting from Spring of 2009 to mid-2010.
Other improvements, such as drainage facilities, flood control improvements, and an
on-road bikeway would be implemented concurrently with construction of the
roadway. According to the County of Orange: Alton Parkway was placed on the
County of Orange Master Plan of Arterial Highways MPAH) in 1981. It is designated as a
Major Atterial Highway, which provides for a six-lane divided roadway. The segment
of roadway that is the focus of the County’s EIR represents a critical missing link in
Orange County’s MPAH. When completed, the roadway in its entirety would setve as
a connection between SR-241 and Interstate 5 (I-5). It would setve the cities of Lake
Forest and Irvine and provide regional traffic relief. Alton Patkway extends beyond I-5
and parallels Interstate 405 (I-405) almost to State Route 55 (SR-55) in the City of
Santa Ana. West of SR-55, the roadway is not constructed as a continuous route.

Alton Patkway has been assumed as an integral part of the Orange County and
regional circulation networks for many yeats. The segment of roadway addressed in
the EIR under preparation by the County was a component of the 1988 Foothill
Circulation Phasing Plan (FCPP). The FCPP was a program developed by the County
and major landowners in southeast Orange County to ensure the timely completion of
regional transportation improvements. Improvements to Alton Parkway have not
been built due to a vatiety of factots, including the need to obtain right-of-way from
the Navy for the portion of the roadway that traversed the former MCAS El Toro.

Accotding to the County, the length of the proposed improvements from Irvine
Boulevard to Towne Centre Drive is approximately 2.1 miles. Construction of the
roadway could be initiated as eatly as summer 2008. The cutrent phasing concept for
the Alton Patkway gap closurte is that all six lanes would be built in two phases.
Construction of the roadway would be expected to take approximately one year. As
pteviously indicated, construction of the portion of roadway from Irvine Boulevard to
Commercentre Drive would be the responsibility of the County. Shea-Baker Ranch
Associates would construct the remaining pottion to Towne Centre Drive in
conjunction with its land development project. Construction of both sections would
be expected to occur at approximately the same time.

The summaty of existing and post-2030 LOS at FCPP intersection is correct. The full
list of intersections identified as impacted in Table 3.14-13 is given on pages 3.14-36 to
3.14-37 of the Draft PEIR. '
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RTC COOR-4

RTC COOR-5

RTC COOR-6

RTC COOR-7

RTC COOR-8

Copies of the ICU worksheet will be made available to Caltrans if so requested. This
comment is noted and transmitted through inclusion in the Final PEIR to the City’s
decision-makers for consideration.

In the Van Dell study, which is referenced in the PEIR and which is part of the
LFTM, the specific improvements are detailed. The ICU Appendix to the Traffic
Study defines de facto turn lanes as follows:

A “de-facto” right-tutn lane is used in the ICU calculation for cases where a cutb lane
is wide enough to separately serve both through and right turn traffic (typically with a
width of 19 feet or more from curb to outside of through-lane with parking prohibited
during peak periods).

The appéndix to the traffic study which includes the ICU values was inadvertently
omitted from the CDROM. It is added in response to this comment.

Draft PEIR Text Changes:

ICU APPENDIX TO TRAFFIC STUDY ADDED TO APPENDIX 1

This is cotrect. The LFTM is part of the project.

Comment noted. See RTC COOR-2. The City acknowledges that the FCPP
designates Alton as an auxiliary improvement. The priority for FCPP improvements is
established by the County of Orange as the administrator of the program.

The Draft PEIR includes several mitigation strategies for reducing erosion; mitigation
measutes MM 3.8-1, M 3.8-2, and M 3.8-5 desctibe specific strategies for reducing
runoff that would not adversely affect curtent erosion or water quality conditions.
Please tefer to additional discussion of BMPs that can be used to reduce site runoff,
referenced on page 3.8-33-34. As stated on page 3.8-37, implementation of mitigation
measures M 3.8-1 through M 3.8-4 would reduce potential Proposed Project impacts
on water quality to less-than-significant levels. The addition of mitigation measure
M 3.8-5 would assure that post-project stormwater runoff flows would not exceed
existing conditions, which would prevent an increase in potential streambed and bank
erosion. Therefore, the Draft PEIR analysis and mitigation of potential erosion and
pollutant adverse impacts is adequate.

Topical Response 3 details standard conditions and Best Management Practices that
will apply to the project.

In addition, as discussed in Topical Response 2, the OSA DEIR is a program-level
EIR. In addition to these mitigation measures, it is anticipated that as specific
development projects are brought forward, that site specific environmental review will
be undertaken at which time site-specific drainage and water quality features that will
be incorporated into the proposed development will be analyzed and the impacts of
project-specific runoff and hydrology will be analyzed to determine if additional
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RTC COOR-9

RTC COOR-10

RTC COOR-11

RTC COOR-12

RTC COOR-13

RTC COOR-14

RTC COOR-15

RTC COOR-16

mitigation measures are required to mitigate potential flooding and water quality
impacts to less than significant.

No impacts ate anticipated. The mitigation measures included in the PEIR will ensute
that post-project runoff does not exceed existing conditions.

The City’s standard conditions of approval require project applicants to construct
ultimate flood control improvements meeting OCFCD’s standards and to dedicate the
necessaty tight-of-way to OCFCD. As individual projects are proposed, the City will
analyze those projects to ensure that potential flood and water quality impacts ate
mitigated to less than significant and that appropriate mitigation measures and
conditions of approval are imposed. In accordance with the City’s conditions of
incorporation, development adjacent to Borrego Canyon Wash will be conditioned to
provide the mnecessaty right-of-way and improvements to meet the OCFCD
requitements. It is further anticipated that OCFCD will provide input on its
requirements for right-of-way and improvements to be dedicated to OCFCD.

Hydtaulic analysis will be done as patt of project-level environmental review. (See
Topical Response 2). At the program-level, no project-induced increases in flows are
anticipated, as explained mote fully in RTC COLW-5, which explains in part that on 2
number of the sites the existing landscape consists of faitly steep, poorly-vegetated
slopes with low infiltration soils. Consequently, estimates of existing runoff
coefficients atre faitly high. In the case of Aliso Creek, the potentially affected lands
draining towards Aliso Creek already likely experience a high amount of runoff.
Although development of a undeveloped or vacant property will often increase the
amount of imperviousness (and therefore, increase the potential for runoff), it also
requites grade leveling, landscaping, and stormwater quality BMPs. Implementation of
these features will reduce the amount of stormwater runoff in order to comply with
requirtements established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and in some
cases, increase the amount of infiltration, which offset the potential increase in runoff
because of more impetvious surfaces. Additional text has been added to the Impact
3.8-1 discussion in order to clarify this situation. (See RTC COLW-5).

See RTC COOR-11

No improvements to local drainage facilities have been identified as part of Program-
level project design and environmental review. The effect of any project-level
improvement of deficient local drainages will be analyzed as part of project-level
review, should such improvements be included in project-level design or identified as
tequited in the project-level hydraulic analyses. See Topical Response 3 and RTC
COOR-11. '

Comment noted. This will occur as part of project-level review.

Comment noted. The requested review is patt of standard City project-level review.
See also RTC COOR-11.

Comment noted.
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RTC COOR-17

RTC COOR-18

RTC COOR-19

RTC COOR-20

RTC COOR-21

RTC COOR-22

RTC COOR-23

RTC COOR-24

The City will comply the Orange County’s request that work within, over or under
OCFCD and County of Orange right-of-way should be conducted only aftet receiving
an encroachment permit from the County.

Based upon the analysis in the OSA DPEIR, the purpose of the proposed
improvements are to stabilize the bank of the Borrego Canyon Wash adjacent to the
proposed development area on the Site 2. The County of Orange has selected its
preferred alternative for Borrego Canyon Wash: a box culvert for high flow and a
natural watercourse for low flow. Shea/Baker will be requited to construct any flood
control improvements consistent with County requitements and to dedicate the
improvements to the Orange County Flood Control District. See also Topical
Response 5.

See RTC COOR-11 and 13.

The Trimble reports that were included as Appendix M to the OSA PEIR and which
were contracted for by the County of Orange provide a comprehensive description of
the historical observations of the Borrego Canyon Wash. The Borrego Canyon Wash
was observed to remain fairly stable during the historical farming operations that were
undertaken on Baker Ranch. See also RTC COOR-2.

Comment noted.

This will occur as part of project-level review. See RTC COOR 11 and 13. The effect
of project-level improvements, including flood protection and drainage features, will
be analyzed by the City as part of its review of site-specific development applications.

The Borrego Canyon Wash is currently subject to erosion conditions as a result of
current levels of runoff into the Wash. Based upon historical obsetvations, the bed
and bank side of the Wash that lies opposite of where development is proposed on
Site 2 has remained relatively stable as a result of, among other conditions, the debtis
and vegetation that currently lie along that side of the Wash. As part of consideration
of project-level improvements, the City will analyze flooding and erosion issues,
however, if the amount of runoff from Site 2 is reduced or remains the same as
required by RWQCB requirements, it is not expected that conditions under the
Proposed Project would exacerbate these conditions or alter the existing environment
significantly. See Topical Response 5.

Comment noted. The City will take this comment into consideration at such time
when project-specific development proposals and project-level flood control
improvements are submitted for its review and consideration.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WESY 4™ STREET, SUITE 50 N
Lo8 ANGE:ES, CA 90013 ’ @FUO
X C
Gayle Ackerman, Planning Director Dgyuoeﬁs'ﬁééﬁwc?sﬁEST
City of Lake Forest
25550 Commercentre Drive
~Lake Forest, CA 92630

Dear Ms. Ackerman:
‘Re: SCH# 2004071039; Lake Forest Opportunities Study

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the Metrolink’s Orange Line, and BNSF Railway
Company right-of-way be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments .
may increase traffic volumes not only on street: - 3d at mtersecnons but also at at-grade highway- -
rai} crossings. This 1mludes considering I wusuins TICUTA R o0, j-f{r_*r-.ctinations- with respect to -
: ra truad right-of-way. S T :
S . /actors to consider include, but are nu. ""mijted to, the planning for grade separations for .
= horoughfares, improvements to existiny at-y.de hlghway-raxl crossings due to increase in
“volumes and: appropnate fencmg to hmn the acces. ~f trespassers onto the raiitroad right-of-

Tonea

way.

The above-mentioned safety im;rovements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in thé conceptual dcsxgn phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestnans in the City. .

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact

me at (213) 576-7078 or at mm@cgnc ca.gov. _ .

Utilities Engineer
Rail Crossings Engineering Secnon i Tl .
ConsumerProtéction & Safety vaiswn L e e ey Lt UOCE FAERE R

gpafe T adIR GG \,1 ".""".i
[ d P

C:.Ron Mathieu, Metrohnk T SR T SRS D
John Shurson, BNSF o , .
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Bl Response to Comments: CPUC

RTC CPUC-1  Your comment will be included in the Final PEIR and provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration during their deliberations of whether or not to
approve the Proposed Project. This comment will be addressed as patt of project-
level environmental review for site-specific - development proposals, should any
development be planned adjacent to or near the Metrolink Orange Line or BNSF
Railway Company right-of-way. No impacts to rail ate currently anticipated to result
from the proposed project.
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CC RP A Caﬁfornia Cuiltural Resource Preservation Alliance, inc.

P.0. Box 54132 An allinnce of American Indian and scientific communities working for
Irvine, CA 926394132 the preservation of archaeological sites and other enﬁgrmm )

- CEIVED
March 13, 2006 ' MAR 1 8 2006
Ms. Gayle Ackerman, AICP : . CITYOFLAKEF
Director of Development Services CRPA DEVELOPMENT sr.=nvnc(es)sR o%;STT
City of Lake Forest
Development Services Department
25550 Commercentre Drive, Suite 100

Lake Forest, CA 92630

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Opportunities Study. As advocates for the protection and preservation of significant cultural resources, we

have the following comments:

In the absence of a systematic archaeological examination of the entire project area, the full extent of the
' impacts to significant archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties cannot be determined.
Mitigation measure 3.5-1 states that if the archaeological resource is determined to be a unique
archaeclogical resource, options for avoidance or preservation in place shail be implemented if feasible.
We have two concems regarding this statement: (1) It should apply to archaeological sites that meet the
requirements for listing in’the California Register as a Historic Resousce (Section 5020.1 of the Public
Resources Code); (2) The mitigation measure does not require a systematic archaeological survey to be
conducted, but instead refers to provisions for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit
evaluations of sites discovered during grading. For avoidance and preservation in place to be feasible, the
archaeological resource must be identified early in the planning process. i
Clearer language that would enhance the feasibility of avoidance and preservation is consistent with Goal
4.0 of the City of Lake Forest General Plan as well as the Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines), state “When archacological resources are involved,
avoidance, o, preservation in an undisturbed state is the preferable course of action.” (Section 21083.2)
This section describes preservation methods such as planning to avoid archacological sites, deeding sites
into permanent conservation easements, capping sites, and incorporating sites into parks, or other open

space. .

Mitigation measure 3.5-3 should take into consideration the State of California Guidelines for the Curation
of Archeological Collections (State Historical Resources Commission, Department of Parks and

recreation, Resources Agency State of California 1993). Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 should include the
provision that the final report prepared by the qualified archaeologist is also filed with the South Central
Coastal Information Center. ]
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Finally, the statement in 3.5.7 Mitigation Measures that Cultural Resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance assumes that if a significant archaeological site,
or traditional cultural property will be impacted by development, excavation to recover
scientific data is adequate mitigation. However, archacological excavations are costly
because they are labor intensive and time consuming. Because of this, less than one
percent of an archacological site is usually “mitigated” before it is destroyed. The data 4
recovery is supposed to provide benefits for the public, but the public never sees the
artifacts or reports . In addition, data recovery does not mitigate for the disturbance of
ancestral burials or other Native American values. For all of these reasons, we request
that the City give serious consideration to our request that the mitigation measures
emphasize the importance of avoidance and preservation for significant archaeological
sites, traditional cultural properties, and historic sites.

If you have any questions or comments, please email pmartz/@calstatcla.cdu or call (949)
559-6490. '

Sim: e g
%@Z«M- &=

Patricia Martz, Ph.D., President
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B Response to Comments: CRPA

RTC CRPA-1

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 is phrased to be consistent with CEQA Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 210832 regarding the treatment of a unique archeological
tesource. A unique archeological resource is defined in PRC 21083.2(g).

(g) As used in this section, "unique archaeological resource" means
an archaeological attifact, object, ot site about which it can be
clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current
body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any
of the following criteria:

(1)  Contains information needed to answer impottant scientific
research questions and that there is a demonstrable public
interest in that information.

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of
its type ot the best available example of its type.

(3) I directly associated with a scientifically recognized important
prehistoric or historic event ot petson.

(h) As used in this section, "nonunique archaeological resource”
means an archaeological artifact, object, or site which does not
meet the ctiteria in subdivision (g). A nonunique archaeological
resource need be given no further consideration, other than the
simple recording of its existence by the lead agency if it so
elects.

The definitional threshold for a unique atcheological resource is thus a lower
definitional threshold than the requirements for listing in the California Register, as is
clear from the wording of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(3). The mitigation
would also therefote apply to archeological resoutces eligible for listing in the
California Register. It is expected that as patt of the evaluation of any site and the
determination of the appropriate treatment for any resources contained thetein the
archeologist would make the determination as to whether the resource was California
Register eligible, a unique archeological resource or neither.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires that a qualified archeologist be tetained prior to
issuance of any grading permit and that the archaeologist be present at the pre-grading
conference to establish procedures for archaeological resource surveillance. This
could include, at the archaeologist discretion, a systematic examination of all or patt of
the development site.

It should also be noted that this is a program-level EIR; project level envitonmental
review will be conducted for individual development projects within the Opportunities
Study area, once development permit applications ate filed with the City. More
detailed archeological review of individual development sites may occur at that time, 1f
approptiate for the individual site.
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RTC CRPA-2

RTC CRPA-3

RTC CRPA-4

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 provides for avoidance or ptesetvation of any unique
archeological resoutces if feasible. Section 21083.2(b)-(e) provides guidance on the
concept of feasibility.

The following lénguage is added as new sentence two to Mitigation Measure 3.5-3:

State of California Guidelines for the Curation of Archeological Collections
shall be consulted regarding the treatment of recovered artifacts.

The first sentence of Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 is deleted and replaced
with the following:

The lified arc logist retain; hall prepare a final report to fil
with the site developer(s), the City of Lake Forest and the South Central
Coastal Information Center.

Although mitigation consistent with Section 21083.2(b)-(e) would not constitute

mitigation to a no impact level, it does constitute mitigation to a less than significant
level under CEQA.
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. ‘II\IA
=
t‘,  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Maureen F. Gorsen, Director -
Alan C. Lioyd, Ph.D. 5796 corporate Avenue Armold Schwarzenegger
“"E?ui’p"f e Cypress, California 80830 Governar
DTSC ' MAR 1 6
‘March 14, 2006 2006

CITY OF
Y SEAMKE FoREST

Ms. Gayle Ackerman
Pianning Director

City of Lake Forest
25550 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF AN ENVIROMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE CITY OF LAKE FOREST OPPORTUNITIES STUDY (SCH# 2004071039)

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Completion and Draft Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
ahove-mentioned project. The following project description is stated in your document:
“The Proposed Project includes a GPA and Zone Change of 838 acres of vacant lands
in the Project Area on seven parcels. The GPA would change the allowed land uses
from industrial, agricultural, and commercial land uses to residential, commercial, public
facilities, and mixed uses. The project parcels currently have approximately 9.8 million
sf of approved industrial and commercial development rights. The GPA and Zone
Change consider development of 5,415 residential units on Sites 1 through 6 and a

public facilities overlay on Site 7. A majority of the issues identified in DTSC's letter !
to the City of Lake Forest, dated August 13, 2004 have been responded to and are
addressed in the EIR. DTSC has made some updates to its standard comments which

you received in 2004, as follows:

Envirostor (formerly CalSites) is a database primarily used by the California
- Department of Toxic Substances Control, and is accessible through DTSC's

website (see below).

DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup oversight through a Environmental
Oversight Agreement (EOA) for government agencies, ofr a Voluntary Cleanup
Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional information on the EOA
please see please see www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup_lBrownfields, or contact
Maryam Tasnif-Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at

(714) 484-5489,

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Ms. Gayle Ackerman
March 9, 2006
Page 2

if you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Ms.Teresa Hom, Project
Manager, at (714) 484-5477 or email at thom@dtsc.ca.gov. 1

Sincerely,

Greg Holmes .

Unit Chief
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress Office

ce:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section

CEQA Tracking Center ,
Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806

CEQA# 1334
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M Response to Comments: DTSC

RTC DTSC-1 Thank you for a copy of your updated standard comments. Please see Section 3.7 of
the Draft PEIR for a discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The
Environstor database was seatched as patt of the preparation of the Draft PEIR.
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93/22/2006 18:12 3239342708
ENHL

- "ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

DEDICATED O ECOSYSTEM PROVECTION AN SUSIAINAUDLE LAND USE

BY FAX (949) 461-3511 & E-MAIL

March 27, 2008

Gayle Ackerman, AICP

Director of Development Services :
City of Lake Forest Development Services Department
25550 Commaercentre Drive, Suite 100

Lake Forest, CA 92630

RE: Comments on DEIR For Opportunities Study General Plan
'Amendment and Zone Change '

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

The Endangered Habitats League, inc. (EHL) and Sea & Sage Audubon —
Society, non-profit membership organizations dedicated to preservation of
Southern Caiifornia’s unique natural habitats and to the development of
sustainable land use planning, submit the following comments on the Drafl
- Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for the above-referenced project.

Project Dascription

The Proposed Project includes a Ganeral Plan Amendment (GPA) and
Zone Changa of a total of 838 acres of vacant lands on six parcels (793 acres
total) plus approval of one public facilities overlay on a seventh parcel (45 acres).
Tha GPA would change the allowed land uses from industrial and commercial
tand uses to residential and mixed uses. The vacant lands cumently have
approximately 9.8 million square feet of approved industrial and commercial
development rights. The GPA and Zone Change consider development of 5,415
residential units and a public facllities overlay on Site 7. Over 50 acres of ]
neighborhood parks, 45 acres of sports park and Community/Civic Center, and
up to approximately 850,000 square feat of commercial development would also
be permitted as a result of the project.

Affecied Environment

Because of historic development constraints imposed by adjacent land
uses, the entire site is currently largely undeveloped, and contains a broad suite
of habitat types, including shrub (sage, chaparral), grassiands (native, nonnative,
and ruderal), riparian and wetland (willow scrub, mulefat), woodtands and forest
(coast live oak, eucalyptus), agricultural (orchard, grove, pastureland, irigated
fields, container nursery), and disturbed/barren areas. (DEIR at 3.4-2 to 3.4-3.)

B424-A SaNTA MONKA Biviy, #592, lA).\‘/\N(il’IF.\'.CA900°"'4267 & wwwarlaGtnORG & PrONE 213.804.2750 ¢ Fax 323,054, 1941
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3/27/2006—18: 123239342708 RAGE—83—

Gayle Ackerman AICP

City of Lake Forest
EHL Cemments on DEIR for Opportunitios GPA

March 27, 2008
Page 2

Occupied coastal California gnatcatchar habitat exists on Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 as
well as other sensitive species such as the Rufous-Crowned Sparrow and Cactus
Wren. (id., atp. 3.4-4, 4-8, 4-7.) These sites—particularly Site 2~border areas
of extremaly high-value habiut including Whiting Ranch Wildernass Park and
support numerous senaitive species. (Id., 3.4-38.) The DEIR corectly 1
acknowiedges that the Project's impacts on CSS, weliand, grassiand and other
natural systems in these and other areas from reskiential and commercial
development are a significant adverse environmental impact on biological
rescurces and are potentially inconsistent with the City’s General Plan Policy 2.1
requiring praaemtlon of natural systems. (Id., at 3.4-34, 4-39, 4-44.) —

lilsgal Rellance On Deferred Mitigation To Support A Proposed Finding Of
No Significant impact On Biological Resources After Mitigation

. The DEIR proposes fo find that these impacts—at least as to CSS loss—
are mitigated to a leve! of insignificance and are consistent with General Plan
policies through certain construction conditions and payment of a $50,000/acre
mitigation fee to the Nature Reserve of Orange County for loss of occupied

. Comstal Sage Sorub. (Id., at pp. 3.4-34 t0 3.4-35, 3-38.) As fo other sensitive
habitats, mDEereImonhnpbmonhﬁonofMMSM 3.4-3, and 3.4-4,
requiring some unspecified isvel of replacement habitat from state and federal
permiiting processes to address potential impacts to sensitive habitats not
covered by the NCCPHCP. (id., at 3.4-38.)

For CSS impacts, the DEIR states that: 9

“If coastal sage scrub habitat is found to be located on the project site, the
Applicant shall submit proof to the Director of Development Services that
in-fieu fees have been paid to the County of Orange Central/Coastal
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP Reserve). Currently,
these fees are assessed at 350,000 per acre of coasiel sage scrub habitat

lost.” (MM 3.4-2) |
For impacts to other nafural systems not covered by the NCCP, the DEIR

“To mitigate for potential impacts to species or habitals not covered by the
NCCPMHCP the following process shall be followed. The applicant has two
options: (1) the applicant can obtain suitable replacement habitat and
dedicate that property to the conservation and prolection of sensitive
species in perpetuily, or (2) the applicant can satisly the requirements of
the FESA and CESA under the consultation and pemilting provisions of
these regulations. In both of these options, the applicant shall first consult
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Gayle Ackerman AICP

City of Lake Forest

EHL Comments on DEIR for Opportunities GPA
March 27, 2006

Page 3

. with the appropriate resource agency (CDFG snd/or USFWS) and
establish a mitigation plan for the specific species or habitat. Appropriate
mitigation shall be identified in a mitigetion pian prepared by the applicant.
In this mitigation plen the appkcant shall demonstrate capacity for funding
appropriate mitigation and the mitigation must be legally assured. Habitat
mumnmmawosMamrMammmmmmaon
potential. Anynﬂmtianpmpmdwaﬂbeapmwdbymoaty
appropriate resaurce agency prior fo implementation.” (MM 3.4-3.)

For impacis to wetlands, mitigation is limited to jurisdictional wetiands
subject to regulation by the Unihd States Amy Corps of Engineers. (MM 3.4-4.)
As is the cags for MM 3.4-3, relating to habitat types not covered by the NCCP,
wetiand alteration mitigation Is deferred to other jurisdictions—the State and

Federal govommanb

Finaily, fo mitigate fragmentation of habitat (as opposed to direct loss) and
loss or degradation of wildlife comidors, the DE(R states:

“In order to minimize the fragmentation of habitatand witdiife movement
corridors the Cily shall require the applicant to inciude, to the extent
feasidble, specific design fealures to maintain connectivity betwesn
remnining open spaces. These featurss include greenbelts and other
wildife movement conridors through the proposed developments, creek
sethacks and wildife friendly stream crossings (bridges instead of
tulverts), and instalialion of wildiife-inendly landscaping (native
vegetation). Any nighttime lighting shall be focused away from greenbeits
and riparisn corridors to preserve the nighttime integrily of these
movament comidors.” (MM 3.4-5.)

We cannot concur that the above measures constitute mitigation sufficient
to support a finding that impaats have been reduced to a level of insignificance
under CEQA because mitigation has been improperly doforrad

in a pair of published decisions, the Fourth Dlsttict Division Three Court of
. Appeal in Santa Ana has articulated the standards applicable to the adequacy of
mitigation. In Defend the Bay v. Clly of irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1281. In.
that case, the Court of Appeal held adequate mitigation for impacts to biclogicat
resources from the City of irvine's General Plan providing that:

*Prior to the approval of a tentative tract rmap, the landowner must: consult
with the USFWS and CDFG; conduct surveys during the breeding season
to determins if the birds are in fact present in the habitat area; obtain a
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Gayle Ackerman AICP

City of Lake Forest

EHL Comments on DEIR for Opportunities GPA
March 27, 2008

Page 4

determination regarding the long-term value of the habitat area; obtain
permits from the USFWS and CDFG; and caordinale avoidance measures
with those agenciss in ways that are required to inciude seven listed
itoms." (ld. at p. 1268 (emphasis added.)

Critical to the Court’s holding that ths mitigation measure was adequate did not
constitute llegal deferred mitigation was the inclusion in the mitigation measure
of seven spscific avoidance measures that operated as standards against which
compliance could be measured. (4., at p 1267.)

A year later, the Santa Ana Court of Appeal rejected a mitigation measure
as inedequate for its failure to impose any objective standard in Endangered
- Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 32 Cal. Rptr.3d 177. To mitigate
noise impacts from a specific plan amendment, the EIR in that case provided

“That befors a grading pemit is lssued, the developer must submit an
acoustical analysis describing the “exterior noise anvironment® and
“preliminary mitigation measures, if required.” Before a building permit
may be issued, another acoustical report must be submitted to
demonastrate structures have been deaigned to meet "exterior and interior
noise standards” satisfactory {o the manager of the county’s building
permit division. That individual must also he satisfied the developer will
placa supply stackpiles and vehicle staging areas “as far [away] as
practicabie.” (ki., at 183.)

The court re,eded this measure because it improperly deferred commitment fo
spaoiﬂc mitigation. The appeliate court held:

“[The mitigation measure] is inadequate, No criteria or alternatives to be
considered are set out. Rather, this mitigation measure does no more
than require a report be preparad and followed, or aliow approval by a
county department without setling any standards." (Id.)

Unlike the mitigation measures determined to be adequate in Defend The
Bay becauss they incarporated seven specific avoidance criteria, the measure
adopted here suffer from the precise defect Justice Bedsworth identified in
Endangered Habitats League: A lack of atandurds.

For example, an applicant need merely obtain “sultable” rep!acement
habitat for impacts to species not covered by the NCCP. Suitable to accomplish
what? What standard is imposed to provide any assurance that what a futura
” decision maker deems “suitable” will be sufficient to mitigate impacts to a level of
insignificance? Plainly, a requirement merely to obtain "sultable” repiacement
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Gayle Ackerman AICP
City of Lake Forest
" EHML Comments on DEIR for Opportunities GPA
March 27, 2008
Page 6

habltat is so vague as to be meaningleés. deferring the imposition of any
meaningful mitigation standard to an undefined future date.

Altematively, an applicant may ‘satisfy the requirements of the FESA and
CESA under the consultation and penmitting provisions of these regulations” and
prepare a mitigation plan. Again, no standards are imposed providing for .
mitigation to below a lsvel of significance. Uniike in Defend The Bay, specific
avoidance measures are not included in the measure. Rather, the adaquacy of
 mitigstion is left to the untrammeled discretion of future state and federal decigion
makers avar which the City has no control, and to future City decision makers
who wil not be bound by the Measure to ensure mitigation to below a level of ’

insignificance.’

' Proposed mitigation for fragmentation impacts and damage to wildlife
corridors is aleo fatally vagus; requiring undefined “specific design foatures to
maintain connectivity between remaining open spaces.” What design features?
What standards exist to provide even the most basic assurance that they will be
adequate? And why cannot these Corridors be identified and preserved now,
when the flexibility to craft truly effective wildlife Corridors, by means of Open
Space dasignations, still exists?* 2

in sum, these mitigation maasure must be completely revamped to
incorporate specific standards to be legally adequate. Until that Is done,
established law preciudes a finding of no significant impact on biological
resources after mitigation under CEQA. —d

" Fallure To Consider A Reasonable Rango Of Aiternatives.

The DE{R's analysis of alternatives is concededly lengthy, but is
remarkably narrow in the range and diversity of potential Jand use configurations
considered. All of the alternatives brought forward into the DEIR consider
substitutions of differing ratios and types of residential, retail and industrial uses 3
versus the currently planned commercial and industrial uses for the area. Allof
the build altematives-—Alternatives 2 through 6--involve development with :
grading and vegetation removal footprints similar to or greater than the proposed

project. (DEIR, atp. 4-337.)

' Proposed mitigation for wetiand impacts are similarly defactive,

? indesd, such "macro-acale” pisnning decisions are bstter made at the Genersi Plan
amendment lave!, where a birds-aye view of tha impacts of individua! land use decisions can
faciitate truly effective conservation planning. If left to the project implementation stage, vital
opportunities to creste large-scaie connection between, for exampie, Site 2 and the Whiting
Wikiemess Park, and in areas adjacent to the Great Park will be foreciosed. EHL welcomes the
opportunity to engage with the City in tha devsiopment of such solutions.
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Gayle Ackerman AICP

Clty of Lake Forest

EHL Comments on DEIR for Opportunities GPA
March 27, 2008

Page 8

This artificially constrained series of alternatives crestes the false
impression that an alternative with less impact on ecosystems someliow cannot
be reasonably developed, considered or implemented. No effort was made to
develop an altemative that would leverage and complement existing '
consarvation and recreational investment in the acjacent Great Park and Whiting
Ranch Wiidemess Park by preserving the high quaiity habitat on the project area
(e.g. Stes 1, 2 and 6) found adjacent or near to these areas through the

congideration of an Open Space Attemative. The DEIR provides no

justification for this decision.

indeed, environmentally superior alternatives with smelier development
footprints exist that satisfy the stated project objectives listed at page xix of the
DEIR. As an added bonus, an opsn Space Alternative would also impiement the
City's General Plan Policy 2.1, requiring the conservation of biologlcally
significant rescurces found within City boundaries.

In such an altemative, the Residential, retail and other development
currently planned for the relatively small percentage of the aver 800 acres
~ constituting the project area that contains high vaiue habitat, wetiands, and
esaential linkages to adjacent conserved areas coukl be accommodated
elsewhare by adopting marginally higher density and some modest
urstions. Because the intensity of development would remain
comparabis, the City's development goals would not be compromised, and a
more livable pian would result that may be more fiscally sound.

the City may ultimately conclude that an Open Space Alternative is not
desirable, or does not meet some City goal. But its fallure in the DEIR o deveiop
and consider such an afternative when it is manifestly feasible cannot be squared
with CEQA's mandate to "describe a range of reasonable altematives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly atiain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the

allernatives.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. 15128.8 (a), emphasis added.) —
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Ackerman AICP

City of Lake Forest
ENL Comments on DEIR for Opportunities GPA

March 27, 2006
Page 7

£HL and Sea and Sage look forward 1o the opportunity to discuss the
issues discussed abave with the Cify and with cther interestad paities and to
develop mutually suitable solutions that properly balance development and
consarvation goals. To that end, should you or your staff have any questions or-
commants, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at (310) 847-1908,
_ or Dr. Dan Silver, EHL's Executive Director, at (213) 804-2750.

Thank you for your consideration of EHL's and Sea & Sage Audubon's
.views. :

Respecifully su \

S

Michael D. F
Staff Attormney
Endangered Habitats League

¢c¢: Dan Siver, M.D., EHL
Scott Thomas, Sea & Sage Audubon
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B Response to Comments: ENHL

RTC ENHL-1

RTC ENHL-2

The comment describes the components of the proposed project, and the existing
conditions on the properties within the OSA. As noted in the comment, the Draft
PEIR acknowledges the proposed Project’s impacts on sensitive habitat and species.

This comment contains introductoty or general information, is not a direct comment
on the content or adequacy of the Draft PEIR, and does not raise any specific
envitonmental issue. Pursuant to CEQA, a general response is sufficient when 2
comment is general in nature [tefer to ALARM ». City of Los Angeles, 12 CA4th 1773
(1993); Browning-Fervis Industries v. City Council, 181 CA3d 852, 226 CR 575 (1986)].
Thetefore, this comment is noted and no further response is required.

The comment questions whether the mitigation measures identified to mitigate
impacts to biological resources improperly defer analysis of the impact. The comment
provides an excetpt from two recent decisions. The first decision is Defend the Bay v.
City of Irvine. Tt should be noted that the species that were at issue in the Defend the Bay
case were “conditionally covered” species under the NCCP, not “covered species.”
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 requires surveys to determine whethet habitat ot wildlife
species would be impacted by development and then compliance with the NCCP. For
impacts to coastal sage sctub habitat and plant and animal species covered by or
protected by the NCCP, Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 requites payment of the mitigation
fee established by the NCCP. This is not deferred analysis or mitigation because the
impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat (“CSS”) and covered species wete addressed in
the NCCP and the EIR prepared in connection with adoption of the NCCP. The loss
of CSS and covered species on propetties identified for development in the NCCP was
addressed and mitigation in the form of payment of fees was adopted as an
appropriate mitigation measure. The species in question in the Defend the Bay excerpt
quoted by the commenter was the least Bell’s vireo which was conditionally covered
and the NCCP required additional surveys prior to development, unlike impacts to
CSS and covered species for which no additional survey requirements wete imposed
by the NCCP. Moreovet, the comment does not provide the full excerpt from the
Defend the Bay decision in which the court upheld two other mitigation measutes for
the Foothill Mariposa lily and the western spadefoot toad which required cootdination
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Depattment of Fish and Game to develop
a mitigation plan — similar to the procedutes outlined in Mitigation Measutes 3.4-1 and
3.4-3. The coutt noted that “the actual mitigation plan is not set out in the EIR,” but
that while the mitigation is deferred, it is not improper because the PEIR commits the
City to such mitigation and lists what will be required in the mitigation plan.

Text Change

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 has been revised to identify what is required in the mitigation
plan by establishing the ctitetia by which the replacement habitat will be selected.

MM 3.4-3 Loss of S

pecies or Habitats Not Coveted by the NCCP/HCP. To-mitigate—for

oHOwHNg
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RTC ENHL-3

In response to the comment that the mitigation measure for wetland impacts is
similatly defective, Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 is quite detailed in terms of identifying
the process by which a development proponent must undertake in order to obtain a
petmit to itnpact watets of the State or United States, including compliance with
statutotily-mandated permit requitements, and preparation of a restoration plan with
specific options (on or off site construction of wetlands; contribution of funds;
restoration of degraded wetlands), established criteria (no net loss of functions and
values) and a minimum replacement ratio of 1:1. This is a program-level EIR that
outlines the means by which futute development must mitigate its impacts through
subsequent permit processes. This mitigation measure satisfies the criteria set forth
undet both Defend the Bay and Sacramento Old City Association when mitigation is
deferred until a definitive project is brought forward.

The City acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion regarding the possibility of
“alternatives with smaller development footprints” that satisfy the stated project
objectives with a comparable intensity of development. The OSA Draft PEIR is a
program-level EIR which analyzes the impacts of a proposed General Plan
Amendment and zone change to addtess a change in land use from predominantly
commercial/industrial uses to residential, commercial and civic uses. How exactly
those land uses are configured within each of the covered properties is not addressed
as patt of this PEIR as that is a level of analysis that is more appropriate to a project-
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level analysis when specific issues of site design and property-specific planning can be
conducted.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to:

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public
patticipation. An EIR is not tequired to consider alternatives which are
infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature
ot scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.

As desctibed in Chapter 5 of the PEIR, the project would result in the following
significant unmitigated impacts:

e Light and glare impacts due to development on vacant land.

Agticultural resoutces impacts on Site 1 and a portion of Site 7 primarily due to the
loss of prime farmland.

Consttuction and operational ait quality impacts.

Pesticide-related water qualify impacts
Cumulative noise impacts

Population growth

Traffic and transportation (cumulative)

Biological resoutce impacts were less than significant with implementation of the
mitigation measures included in the PEIR.

Reduced development alternatives may reduce, but would not eliminate the significant
unmitigatible project impacts. In addition, substantially reduced development alternatives
would not achieve key objectives of the proposed project, specifically the generation of
public benefits in the form of a developer financed sports/park complex and a
civic/community center. This is why a reduced density alternative did not receive
comptrehensive analysis in the PEIR, but was one of the alternatives rejected as infeasible
in the PEIR (see discussion in Section 4.4.5 of the PEIR).

The City did develop and analyze a new alternative, Alternative 7, which includes a
reduction in development on Site 2. This alternative is discussed in Chapter 7, the
Recirculate Draft PEIR.

Although substantially reduced project alternatives would not achieve the key objectives

of the project, the City’s decision-makers have the option, as part of their consideration
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of the ptoject, adopt one of the project alternatives or to make modifications to the
proposed project, such as reductions in site densities, as such modifications would be
within the range of alternatives analyzed in the PEIR, and would not result in additional
impacts, beyond those analyzed in the environmental document for the project.

As noted in Section 4.4.5, the proposed project represents a reduced density alternative,
as compared to the Landowner Concept Plan, put forth by the owners of the seven
patcels included in the Opportunities Study. The City had the option to analyze the
Landowner Concept Plan and to include the proposed project as a density-reducing
alternative, but chose to elevate the density-reducing alternative to project status prior to
release of the Draft PEIR.

It should be further noted that the PEIR analyzes the proposed project at a program-
level. (See Topical Response 2). Site plans have not been developed for the seven sites
included in the proposed project. Subsequent environmental review will be required for
the separate developments which would occur on Opportunities Study project sites. As
patt of this project-level environmental review, site-specific alternatives for avoidance of
habitat areas will be considered.
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GRFO

LAW OFFICES OF ROBERT C. HAWKINS

March 27, 2006

Via e-mail (gackerman@ci.lake-forest.ca.us)
and Hand Delivery R EC E l V E D

Ms. Gayle Ackerman, Director : '

Development Services Department MAR 2 7 2006
City of Lake Forest _

25550 Commercentre Drive ~ %L%gﬁéa‘r‘ ls(gav‘;ce)g‘ oEs§;r

Lake Forest, California 92630

Re:  The nke orest’ “Ci

oosedr !a drlte zoni “Pr

Dear Ms. Ackerman:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the captioned document for the Project.
This firm represents the Golden Rain Foundation (“GRF”), a California non-profit corporation,
which oversees the management and maintenance of the property, facilities and services within
the senior community of Laguna Woods Village, erroncously referred to in the DEIR as “Leisure
World.” GRF manages property, facilities and infrastructure including roads and streets within
the Laguna Woods Village and in the vicinity of the Project.

On behalf of GRF and its community, we offer the following comments on the DEIR.
We offer the following summary of concems, a summary of the legal standards for the DEIR, and
then a detailed discussion of the critical problems with the DEIR. -

L ary of Concerns: The City Shoul vise e~circulate 1

For the reasons discussed below and identified in this section, the City should revise the
DEIR to address the following issues which are discussed fully below:

i.  The Program DEIR fails to accomplish its purpose of analyzing Project impacts
and proposing necessary mmganon, because it attempts unsuccessfully to analyze 1

both program and project level issues.

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
(949) 650-5550
Fax: (949) 650-1181
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Gayle Ackerman, Director -2- March 27, 2006

2. The Project Description is flawed and inadequate in that it fails to discuss the :' 5
 specifics of the Project and the development of the Project parcels.

3. The analysis of the Project impacts on hydrology and water quality is inaccurate
- and incomplete because it fails to discuss Project site-specific impacts and ] 8

mitigation.

4. The analysis of Project impacts on land use is flawed and inédequate, fails to ]
explain crucial issues and impacts, and fails to propose necessary mitigation.

5. The analysis of Project impacts on population and housing is incomplete and fails
to discuss the Project’s impacts on affordable housing and any necess :l
mitigation. '

6. The analysis of Project impacts on transportation and circulation is incomplete,
inadequate and erroneous in that it fails to consider correct traffic data in the
Extended Study Area, fails o consider Project impacts on the roadway system
when certain roadway improvements are not made or eliminated from the County
of Orange’s Master Plan of Arterial Highways (“MPAH”), and fails to provide
adequate and feasible mitigation measures for traffic impacts in the Extended

Study Area.

incomplete in connection with hydrology and water quality, and
transportation/traffic in that it fails to consider all projects which may actually
create cumulative impacts, it fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of the
development of the various Project sites, and it fails to propose adequate and
feasible mitigation measures.

Because revising the DEIR to address these issues and others will resuit in substantial changes in
the DEIR and significant new information, the City should re-circulate the revised DEIR for
public review and comment. California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Guidelines

7. The analysis of the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is flawed and
.
8
section 15088.5.

110 Newport Cencer Drive, Suite 200
Newpartt Beach, California 92660
(949) 650-5550
Fax: (949) 650-1181
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Gayle Ackerman, Ditector -3. March 27, 2006

1L Introduction: EIR Standards.

An EIR constitutes the heart of CEQA, Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.: An Il

EIR is the primary environmental document which:

“. . serves as a public disclosure document explaining the effects of the proposed
project on the enviroriment, alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize
adverse effects and to increase beneficial effects.”

CEQA Guidelines section 15149(b). See California Public Resources Code section 21003(b)
(requiring that the document must disclose impacts and mitigation so that the document will be
meaningful and useful to the public and decision-makers.)

Further, CEQA Guidelines section 1515 1 sets forth the adequacy standards for an EIR:

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
takes account of the environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfectlon but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith

attempt at full disclosure.”

Fmther, “the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's bare conclusions or
opinions.” Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Association.
(1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 (Emphasis supplied.).

An agency’s determination in connection with an EIR must be supported by substantial
evidence. Public Resources Code sections 21168 and 21168.5. *“[S]ubstantial evidence includes
fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact.” Public
Resources Code section 21080(e)(1). However, “[t]elevant personal observations such as
[personal observations about noise] can constitute substantial evidence.” Qro Fino Gold Mining

Corp, v. County of Del Oro (1990) 225 Cal. App. 3d 872, 882,

In addition, an EIR must specifically address the environmental effects and mitigation of
the Project. But “[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines
section 15146. The analysis in an EIR must be specific enough to further informed decision
making and public participation. The EIR must produce sufficient information and analysis to

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
(949) 650-5550
Fax: (949) 650-1181
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Gayle Ackerman, Director -4. March 27, 2006

understand the environmental iinpacts of the proposed project and to permit a reasonable choice

of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned. See Laurel Heights Improverpent
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376.

Also, to the extent that an EIR proposes mitigation measures, it must provide specific
measures. It cannot defer such measures until some future date or event. “By deferring
environmental assessment to a future date, the conditions run counter to that policy of CEQA
which requires environmental review at the earliest feasible stage in the planning process.”

V. tv o ino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 308. See Bozung v. Local
i (1975).13 Cal.3d 263, 282 (holding that “the principle that the .

environmental impact should be assessed as early as possible in govemment planning.”); Mount
Sutro Defense Committee v. Regents of U s alifornia (1978) 77 Cal. App. 3d 20, 34
(noting that environmental problems should be considered at a point in the planning process
“where genuine flexibility remains’). CEQA requires more than a promise of mitigation of
significant impacts: mitigation measures must really minimize an identified impact.

“Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible where the local entity commits
itself to mitigation and lists the alternatives to be considered, analyzed and possibly incorporated
in the mitigation plan. (Citation omitted.) On the other hand, an agency goes 00 far when it
simply requires a project applicant to obtain 2 biological report and then comply with any
recommendations that may be made in the report. (Citation omitted.)” De
Trvine (2004) 119 Cal. App. 4™ 1261, 1276.

L i : The_ ion— The Tip o I of lemas.

Section 1 is the Introduction and displays many of the problems which undercut the
viability of the entire DEIR. First, the DEIR states that it is 2 “Program DEIR” under CEQA
Guidelines section 15168. Such DEIRs are tricky and complicated. Moreover, as discussed
below, the DEIR itself attempts to analyze impacts at both a project and a program level.
However, as discussed below in the problems with the Project Description, the DEIR fails to

provide the specifics of the individual projects.

_ Recently, the Irvine Ranch Water District certified a Program EIR for its natural
treatment system project referenced in the DEIR. 'IRWD’s EIR analyzed both the program of
natural treatment as well as various specific project sites. The IRWD EIR was both a program
and a project level EIR. The DEIR attempts to accomplish the same result but its analysis is
incomplete. The City should revise the DEIR and perform a similar analysis as the IRWD

analysis. :

The DEIR states that the DEIR is a program EIR, because the Project parcels are
geographically within the City, the plans are similar, and the Jandowners have entered into a

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
(949) 650.5550
Fax: (949) 650-1181
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Gayle Ackerman, Director -5 March 27, 2006

memorandum of understanding regarding the collective development. None of these justify the *
program level DEIR.

First, if being within the City satisfies the proximity prong of Guidelines section
15168(1), the DEIR should address every project within the City. Obviously, it does not and
cannot. Second, the plans may be similar, but it is unclear that their impacts will be similar.
Indeed, their impacts, e.g. say for traffic, may be dissimilar. Traffic from one area may access I-5
while traffic in another area may access SR-241.

Finally, as to the MOUs, the DEIR does not contain these documents and fails to discuss
the terms of the MOUs. This .information is necessary to understand how the DEIR works as a 10

program level document.

Regardless, the DEIR cannot accomplish its purpose. In Al Larson Boat Shop. In¢. v.

Board of Harbor Commissioners (1998) 18 Cal. App. 4™ 729, 741, the Court held that a program
. EIR was improper for a general plan amendment or plan level decisions. Rather, the Court held

that a tiered EIR is the appropriate document for plan level decisions including general plan
amendments. Id.

Here, the DEIR should be revised to comply with the requirements of CEQA and the -
directions of the Al Larson Court. More importantly, this direction would satisfy the concerns
referenced above and follow the better practices as implemented by IRWD. The revised tiered
DEIR would then analyze the program of residentiat development in the City and the subsequent
Project level DEIRs would analyze the impacts of each of the Project sites. —

This problem surfaces throughout the DEIR and its analysis of environmental impacts.
By attempting to conduct a program level analysis of project level impacts, the DEIR fails to
assess and analyze fully the environmental impacts of the full Project and all feasible mitigation
measures. For instance, as discussed below, Section 3.8 of the DEIR addresses hydrology and
water quality impacts of the Project.. For water quality, it concludes that the Project will have
significant and unmitigated water quality impacts due to the use of pesticides and chemicals as a
result of the residential uses. Rather than discuss feasible best management practices (“BMPs™)
and other project features, e.g. requiring only native plants for all landscaping, and identify
feasible mitigation measures, e.g. holding all discharge flows on site, the DEIR concludes that
the Project will have significant and unmitigated impacts.

11

More importantly, the DEIR states that the development of the Project parcels will
require site-specific hydrology studies, DEIR at 3.8-28, and site-specific water quality studics 12
including a selenium off-set program and storm water programs, DEIR at 3.8-32. These site-
specific studies are necessary to determine the full impact of the Project: implementation of the
Project features and mitigation measures at the site-specific level may lessen impacts to a level

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
{949) 650-5550
Fax: (949} 650-1181
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of insignificance. At the very teast, before the DEIR concludes that impacts are significant and
unmitigated, this project level, site-specific analysis must be performed and project level, site- | 12
specific mitigation measures, if any, must be proposed.

Second, Section 1.10 attempts to provide a list of projects for the.cumulative impacts
analysis. The list of projects focuses on projects within the County of Orange’s Growth
Management Area (“GMA”), No. 9 which is established in the County’s Growth Management
Element of its General Plan. Although the GMAs were designed to ensure that Jand use plans
and transportation facilities matched, the GMAs were not designed to limit environmental 13
analysis. . Clearly, traffic in one GMA will travel to others, often on 2 daily basis as may occur
under the Project. In addition, GMA No. 9 splits the City of Irvine so-that some projects within
Irvine lie outside GMA No. 9. The DEIR should be revised to include a full list of projects
which may have cumulative impacts together with the Project regardless of whether these are -

outside GMA No. 9.

Indeed, several important projects which together with the Project may create such
impacts are omitted. For instance, at this time, Irvine has released for comment an
environmental impact report for the residential development of Planning Areas 18, 39, 33,and 34 1
which are near or adjacent to Laguna Woods Village. The Project will result in the construction
of 5,300 houses in the area. Obviously, since these Planning Areas are near or within the
Extended Study Area and near the City as well as near Laguna Woods Villege, this project must
be included in the cumulative impacts project list for the DEIR.

IIL tion 2: The Project Description I awed a deguate.

The Project description is one of the key parts of any environmental document. As the

County of Inyo Court noted long ago,

“Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost,
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal
(i.e., the 'no project' alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative
and legally sufficient EIR.” ' '

15

mmmgm&gsﬂzgglﬁ(wﬂ) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199. In addition, the CEQA
Guidelines section 15124 requires that an EIR describe the project “in a way that will be
meaningful to the public, to the other reviewing agencies, and to the decision-makers.”
Discussion, Guidelines section 15 124. However, the DEIR fails all of these metrics.

110 Newport Center Drive, Suice 200
Newpott Beach, California 92660
(949} 6505550
Fax: (949) 650-1181

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-115



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIiR

Gayle Ackerman, Director -7 March 27, 2006

First, the Project Description is ambiguous. Section 2 states that the Project includes:

“3 GPA and Zone Change of 838 acres of vacant lands in the Project Area on
seven parcels. The GPA would change the allowed land uses from industrial,
agricultural, and commercial land uses to residential, commercial, public
facilities, and mixed uses. The project parcels currently have approximately 9.8
million sf of approved industrial and commercial development rights. The GPA
and Zone Change consider development of 5,415 residential units on Sitcs 1
through 6 and a public facilities overlay on Site 7, which is further explained
below. Approximately 50 acres of neighborhood parks, up to 45 acres of public
facilities (sports park and Community Center/Civic Center), and 648,720 sf of
commercial development would also be permitted as a result of the project.”

DEIR at 2-6 (Bmphasis supplied.).

However, in Section 2.4, the DEIR states that part of the Project includes approval of
Development Agreements for the various Project sites. These Development Agreements will 15
provide entitiements for the Project parcels in the same way that the parcels were originally
entitled. The proposed Development Agreements for the Project should be exhibits or
attachments to the DEIR. Unfortunately, the Development Agreements are not finalized. That
is, a portion of the Project Description remains unclear and uncertain. The DEIR should be
revised and re-circulated so that the public and interested parties, including GRF and its
community, may understand the Project and its impacts, and any necessary mitigation measures.

Further, it is unclear that any of the traffic improvements required by the early
development agreements for the Project parcels have been completed. If the existing General
Plan impacts are to be considered by the DEIR as a baseline, then the DEIR must explain the full
General Plan scenario including all project traffic improvements, other project features and
mitigation measures, if any.

In addition, Section 2.4, the Project Description, talks about landowner participation but
contains nothing about non-participating landowners. However, the Traffic Study indicates that
the Nakase property owner is not participating. Yet, the DEIR proposes to load this parcel with
the public improvements including a 90,000 square foot government facility, a forty acre sports
patk and an 1,159,000 square foot business park. The DEIR should be revised to discuss
landowner participation, the rationale for locating public facilities including parks, and the
feasibility of locating these facilities on other parcels.

110 Newport Center Drive, Suiee 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
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Further, the Project Description states that the DEIR will not include a fiscal analysis:

“Analysis of economic or social effects of the Proposed Project is not required, 15
pursuant to Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, unless there is a cause-and-

effect relationship between anticipated economic or sacial changes resulting from

the project and physical changes caused, in turn, by the economic or social

. changes .. ..

DEIR at 2-6. However, one of the Project Objectives is:

“Fiscal Stability. Future residential and/or commercial development within the ]
Project Area should ensure a fiscally sound and stable economic base for the
community and provide the community with a mechanism to share equitably in
the financial benefit derived from such development within the Project Area”

1d. In order to understand whether the Project meets its goals, the DEIR should include a fiscal
analysis and discuss the study in the DEIR. More importantly, because Fiscal Stability is a
Project Objective, then Section 15131 requires such a study because the Project will have fiscal

consequences. 16

In addition, the Project Description indicates that the DEIR will be used for various
purposes including: :

o To provide a basis for the preparation of subsequent environmental |
documentation for future development proposals in the Project Area

. To serve as a source document for responsible agencies to issue permits
and approvals, as required, for specific development that occurs during the -~
GPA planning horizon” ‘

Given that the Project Description includes the Development Agreements for the seven Project ]
parcels, it is unclear what future development proposals and what specific developments arc 17

referenced.

Further, the Project Description provides conflicting information regarding existing uses
and square footage. For instance, the DEIR at 2-1 states that the Project Area inciudes more than | ¢g
10 million square Téet of commercial and industrial uses; the DEIR at 2-5 lowers this figure to
9.8 million square feet. The Draft Traffic Study, Appendix I, lowers this more than forty (40%)
percent to 6.7 million square feet.”

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
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The Project Description contains other problematxc characterizations of existing
entitlements. For instance, Table 2-1 identifies existing “entitlements” including no square
footage for open space. However, Table ES-1 identifies the current general plan land uses

including 47 acres of open space and 17 acres of parks. 19

In order to understand the full impacts of the Project, the DEIR must clearly state the
current amount development allowed under the General Plan and Zoning Code and provide  _|
accurate comparisons to the Project.

As indicated above, the Project Description is also inadequate because it fails to analyze
the full Project including all aspects of the development of the Project parcels. Since its
inception, CBQA has forbid "plecemeal" review of thc sngmﬁcant env1ronmental impacts of a
project. Laure s Improvement Assn. v. Reg of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 391, fn 2 This prohlbmon stems in part ﬁ'om CEQA itself: Public Resources Code
section 21002. l(d) requires that an environmental document “consider(] the effects, both
individual and collective, of all activities involved in [the] project.” Courts have recognized that:

“A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the objectives of the
reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may affected

. outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its
environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of
terminating the proposal ... and weigh other altemnatives in the balance. An
accurate, stable and finite prOJect description is the sine qua non of an informative

and legally sufficient E

Ci S ity Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1023 [280 Cal.Rptr.

Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council
478), original italics; Stanisiaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48
Cal.App.4th 182, 201.

Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15165 provides that:

“Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and wherc
the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect,

the lead agency shall prepare a smgle program EIR for the ultimate project as
described in Section 15168 .

Under the Guidelinés, the term “project” is defined as “the whole of an action, which has a
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably
indirect physical change in the environment . . . .” Id. at CEQA Guidelines section 15378(a). At
the other end of the spectrum, long-range pla.nnmg proposals are exempt from EIR requirements:

“A project involving only feasibility or planning studies for possible future actions which the

110 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200
Newport Beach, California 92660
(949} 650-5550 -
Fax: (949) 650-1181

20

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-118



Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

Gayle Ackerman, Director -10- March 27, 2006

agency, board, or commission has not apjaroved, adopted, or funded does not require the
- preparation of an EIR ...” CEQA Guidelines section 15262.

The Project is not simply the General Plan Amendments and the Zone Changes; itis also | 20
the residential development of the Project parcels under the Development Agreements which are
still under negotiation. The DEIR and the Project recognizes that the Project is pregnant with
other environmental analyses for ¢ach of the Project parcel. This piecemeal approach is precisely
what CEQA, the Guidelines and case law are designed to prevent. -

" The City should revise the DEIR, re-circulate it as a tiered EIR with related EIRs for the
Project parcels. This revision would fuily analyze the residential redevelopment for the
Westside, fully analyze the entire spectrum of potential environmental impacts and propose 21
necessary mitigation. The City should not attempt to circumvent the requirements of CEQA by
segmenting the Project into bite size pieces. Courts have long recognized that such an attempt
violates the requirements of CEQA. :

A i : issibly Defers alysis of Project Impa
d Wate

Section 3.8 addresses the Project’s potential impacts on hydrology and water
quality. As indicated above, because the DEIR conducts its analysis at a program level, rather
than a project level, the DEIR misses project level impacts and project level mitigation measures.

The DEIR correctly notes that the Project will affect both the Aliso Creek and San Diego
Creek watersheds. Aliso Creek flows through Laguna Woods and Laguna Woods Village and
carries surface water through Laguna Beach to the Pacific Ocean. San Diego Creek flows
through Irvine and Newport Beach, into Upper Newport Bay. The Project parcels drain
variously: some, e.g. Sites 2,4 and 5 which cover over 306 acres and include over 1,190 houses,
drain to Aliso Creek; others, e.g. Sites 1,2, 3,5 and 6 which cover almost 800 acres and include | 22
almost 5000 houses (several sites flow to both watersheds and these are double counted here)
flow to San Diego Creek. Thus, the Project may have hydrology and water quality impacts on
two watersheds and two water ways. '

At Impact 3.8-1, the DEIR states that the Project may have impacts which can be lessened
to a level of insignificance with mitigation. First, as to the impact, it is unclear how this impact
is calculated. Table 3.8-1 assigns lower runoff coefficients for the Project than for both existing
conditions and the General Plan scenario. Although this is understandable for the General Plan

scenario, it is incomprehensible for the existing situation: runoff in the existing situation is
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irrigation. Under the Project, converse is true: urbanization, increased impervious surfaces, little

native vegetation, and substantial residential irrigation. All of this will increase runoff and
should increase the runoff coefficient. The DEIR should be revised to quantify these impacts,
discuss any project features which may mitigation such impacts, and propose any necessary
additional mitigation.

In line with this, Impact 3.8-1 which addresses the quantiiy of surface water runoff
observes that: :

“Runoff to both the Aliso Creek and San Diego Creek Watersheds would be
reduced when compared to existing conditions.”

DEIR at 3.8-27. Ho@ever, it also notes:

“Higher runoff amounts for individual sites could exceed local conveyance
capacities or contribute to localized flooding if not properly addressed by each

proposed project.”

1d. This conflict illustrates the i:roblem of dealing with average surface water flows, Assuming
arguendo that average surface flows under the Project may be less, nonetheless it is the 100 year

storm, the Katrina factor, that must be analyzed in determining impacts from surface water
runoff. Apparently, the Project may have runoff which exceeds capacity of water courses or
storm drains. If so, then this impact must be analyzed specifically, not on average.

Moreover, the specific Project parcel designs may increase or decrease runoff. As the
DEIR states:

“If the drainage system is not adequately desi gned (e.g., concentrated flow paths)
implementation of the Proposed Project could result in localized higher peak flow
rates even though runoff coefficients (and therefore amounts of runoff) are lower
for the Proposed Project compared to existing conditions.”

DEIR at 3.8-28. That is, the hydrologic impacts all depend upon the Project site parcel drainage

facilities or features recommended in such studies. However, these studies are not part of the
DEIR. These specific Project parcel impacts analyses and designs must be part of the DEIR in
order to analyze fully the impacts of the Project as required by CEQA, its impacts to water

courses downstream, including areas of Aliso Creek adjacent to Laguna Woods Village, propose

specific Project site features to handle and minimize such flows, and propose any necessary
mitigation. o
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To minimize these impacts, the DEIR states:

In addition, prior to the issuance of grading permits, each site developer would be
required to submit a site-specific hydrology study to the City for approval.
Consequently, local changes in runoff are expected to have a less-than-significant
impact on flooding.”

Id. Itisunclear whether this is a Project feature or a mitigation measure or both.. Regardless,
whatever the character of this site-specific hydrologic study, it should be part of the DEIR. By
not providing such studies, the DEIR improperly defers development of necessary mitigation
measures. As indicated above, part of the Project is approval of Development Agreements for
the Project parcels. If the DEIR docs not explain and analyze these site-specific studies, it fails
to explain and analyze the hydrologic impacts of the Project — the redevelopment of the Project
parcels for residential uses. :

These are not academic concerns. As indicated at the outset of Section 3.8, the Project
will affect water courses and areas downstream of the Project parcels including Laguna Woods
Village. Without a full analysis of these downstream impacts and a discussion of necessary
mitigation measures, if any, the DEIR fails to provide a full analysis and explanation required by
CEQA. More importantly, as discussed below, without a full analysis, the City cannot make the

. findings necessary for any statements of overriding considerations for any significant and
unmitigated impacts. '

Impact 3.8-2 recognizes that the Project parcel grading . . . are likely to affect existing
drainage patterns and may alter watercourses.” DEIR at 3.8-28. The DEIR states that:

“MM 3.8-1 will reduce these potential impacts to below significance, as it
requires project developers to provide a water quality management plan prior to
grading.”

DEIR at 3.8-29. However, it is unclear how the Water Quality Management Plans will address
drainage changes and re-routing of water courses. Of course, the Project and development on all
Project parcels must comply with the requirements of Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water
Act, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1341 and 1344, relevant EPA Regulations including 40 CF.R. Sections
230-33, and Fish and Game Code section 1603, However, the DEIR contains none of this
enalysis, discussion or explanation. All of this awaits the Project site-specific analyses. As

" indicated above, this piccemeal methodology fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA. It
also defers discussion of Project impacts and mitigation measures which as noted above violates
other requirements of CEQA. The DEIR should be revised to include these Project site-specific
analyses, consider any Project features which may lessen hydrologic impacts, and propose any

necessary mitigation.
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Impact 3.8-3 concludes that the Project will have less than significant impacts on
groundwater resources with regulatory compliance. The DEIR states:

«Additionally, potential groundwater quality degradation will be less than
significant, since only a portion-of the Proposed Project overlays the groundwater
basin and compliance with NPDES General Construction Activity and Industrial
Permits, the DAMP, the Groundwater Management Plan, City of Lake Forest
Codes, and County of Orange codes will prevent discharges of pollutants to
groundwater or landscapes where they may infiltrate to groundwater. Compliance
with existing regulations would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant

“level.”

DEIR at 3.8-29. As discussed immediately below, this conclusion is surprising given the fact
that the Project will have significant and unmitigated impacts on water quality. See Impact 3.8-4
and discussion therein. If the Project will release pollutants such as sediment, metals and
chlorpyrifos and diazinon into surface watercourses or perhaps even groundwater resources, then,
as discussed in the DEIR, such pollutants may reach groundwater resources including important
groundwater basins used by IRWD for production of potable water supplies.

Moreover, as indicated above, much of the water quality analysis must await the
preparation of the Project parcel site-specific water quality plans. The DEIR does not contain
these and contains no reference to any site-specific water quality studies. The DEIR should be
revised to make the analysis of Impacts 3.8-4 and 3.8-4 consistent, to discuss impacts to
groundwater resources from Project related pollutants, and propose nccessary mitigation.

As indicated above, Section 3.8-4 contains the surprising conclusion that the Project will
adversely “affect water quality of receiving waterbodies and thus degrade water quality.” DEIR
3.8.30. The DEIR concludes that this impact is significant and unmitigated.

Having arrived at this conclusion, it is unclear Mitigated Measure MM 3.8-1 will
accomplish anything: the impacts will be allowed. MM 3.8-1 provides:

“Prior to approval of a Parcel Map or a Tentative Tract Map (whichever comes
first), the applicant shall submit a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP),
including a hydrology study, if appropriate, for review and approval of the City
Engineer, The Plan shall include Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
accordance with the latest City of Lake Forest Water Quality Management Plan
Template User Guide and include stormwater detention/retention features, if
necessary, to mitigate impacts of changes in stormwater rates or volumes as
identified in the site-specific hydrology study.”
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DEIR at 3.8-38. As discussed throughout, the program level analysis of the DEIR also attempts
to move at a project level: it attempts at once to be a regulatory program but also entitle specific
sites. The DEIR fails in this effort and MM 3.8-1 is simply one instance of this failure.

If, as Impact 3.8-4 states, the Project will have significant and unmitigated water quality
jmpacts, then the Water Quality Management Plans are really irrelevant: since the impacts cannot
be mitigated, the Plans will be deemed adequate whatever measures they include. Obviously,
this result is unacceptable. The conclusion that the Project will have significant and unmitigated
impacts cannot be determined unless and until the Project site-specific WQMPs together with the
required site-specific hydrology studies are finished. Without such studies, the DEIR cannot
conclude that the Project will have such significant and unmitigated impacts, because the site-
specific studies may have project features which will lessen then impact or mitigation measures
which otherwise handle the impacts. The DEIR must not defer this analysis and the preparation

of necessary mitigation measures.

If these impacts are significant and unmitigated, the WQMPs and the hydrology studies
will not lessen the impact. The WQMPs and the hydrology studies are superfluous. For Laguna
Woods Village, such studies are not superfluous and unnecessary. They are very necessary in
order to understand the full extent of the Project’s water quality impacts.

Further, additional mitigation measures are feasible. The City and the landowner
applicants could adopt a variety of measures which would eliminate water quality impacts
downstream. They could require that all flows are retained and detained on the site. They could
adopt other best management practices including wetlands treatment similar to IRWD’s NTS
treatment system. Together with this strategy, they could treat all surface water, collect and
dispose of the pollutants and release the clean water.

: The DEIR should be revised to revise Impact 3.8-4 to consider all Project site-specific
WQMPs and their hydrology studies, consider additional Project features and best management
practices which will eliminate the pollutants, and propose all necessary mitigation measures
including full treatment of all surface water runoff. The DEIR’s failure to propose all necessary

mitigation measures violates CEQA’s requirements that analysis of impacts and development of
appropriate mitigation measures not be deferred.

B. Section 3.9: The Land Use Analysis Flawed and Inadequate, Fails to Explain
‘ DO; BESAYTY

n 3.2 e [
cial Issues and Impacts, and Fails to Py fitisation.

Section 3.9 discusses Land Use impacts of the Project. Sebtion 3.9.2 attempts to —] 03
discuss the history of development and land uses within the City. Itis misleading.
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Section 3.9.2 suggests that the City is largely residential with much of the land use
regulation governed by residential planned community texts. Section 3.9.2 then takes up the
Project parcels and suggests that these are governed by similar residential planned community
texts. However, the Project parcels differ substantially from the residential planned communities
in the rest of Lake Forest: these are planned communities governed by texts for commercial and
industrial uses. However, Section 3.9.2 fails to discuss this difference: the implication is that the
Project and the development of the Project parcels are consistent with development in the rest of
Lake Forest. That is incorrect. As discussed more fully below, the Project and the change of
entitlement for the Project parcels requires General Plan Amendments and Zoning Code changes

~ for the Project residential uses.

Impact 3.9-1 discusses the potential that the Project conflicts with local land use laws.
Although the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and Zoning Code, Impact 3.9-1
concludes that the impact is less than significant because the Project includes General Plan
Amendments and Zoning Code changes. This analysis is superficial and fails to satisfy the
explanatory requirements of an EIR under CEQA.

More importantly, Impact 3.9-1 fails to discuss and explain the significance of the -
following Project feature:

“[T}he Proposed Project also includes an amendment to the Mixed Use land use
category as described in the General Plan to ailow High Density Residential uses
within Mixed Use areas.”

Impact 3.9-1. However, this impact is never discussed and the effect of this introduction of high
density residential into the Project Area’s mixed use areas may create significant impacts in a
rural arca such as the Project Area. The DEIR should be revised to address such impacts and, if
necessary, propose adequate mitigation. The City should then re-circulate the revised DEIR for

public comment and review.

Impact 3.9-1 also discusses the Project’s consistency with Lake Forest’s General Plan in
Table 3.9-3. This Table fails to explain fully the consistency, raises many questions and may
create several problems. '

For instance, Table 3.9-3 recognizes that the General Plan through its Housing Element
- strives 10 encourage affordable housing. According to this Table, the Project facilitates this goal

by:
“An Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (AHIP) will be included in

individual development agreements in order to ensure affordable housing.
Affordable housing would be provided on site for most of the sites.”
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However, as indicated above, the Development Agreements are still in negotiation and are not
part of the DEIR. In order for the public to understand if and how the Project is consistent with
or furthers this affordable housing goal, it must be able to review and comment on the

Development Agreements.

Or again, Table 3.9-3 concludes that the Project is consistent with land use goals that
developments are compatible with surrounding land uses and infrastructure availability. The

Table states:

“The issuance of Site Development Permits as part of specific development
proposals would require review by the City of project compatibility with adjacent
areas.”

Along similar lines, Table 3.9-3 explains that the Project will avoid disruptive and non-
conforming buildings and uses by:

“The issuance of Site Development Permits as part of specific development
proposals would address potentiat land use conflicts.”

Neither of these explain how the Project is compatible with its surroundings and avoids conflicts; | o3
these impermissibly defer the analyses to another day when the Site Development Permits are
issued when the impacts are then assessed and mitigation proposed. However, as indicated
above, the DEIR must analyze all of the Project’s impacts including these land use impacts.
Moreover, as indicated above, the DEIR attempts to function at several levels including
providing the basis for approving the Development Agreements for the Project parcels. Under
CEQA, an EIR should explain fully the potential impact. Here, the DEIR promises such review
but does not provide it. : :

Finally, and importantly, Table 3.9-3 addresses the Project’s consistency with the General
Plan’s Public Facilities and Growth Management Element. Policy 7.1. states that Lake Forest
and developers will:

“Work closely with the County of Orange, Caltrans, surrounding jurisdictions, and
other transportation agencies to provide needed transportation facilities.”

DEIR at 3.9-12. The Tabie concludes that the Project is consistent with this Policy because:

“The traffic facilities that are addressed in this EIR either as part of the Proposed
Project or as mitigation reflect coordination with the transportation planning
efforts of the County of Orange, Caltrans, and surrounding jurisdictions, such as
the City of Irvine.”
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1d. However, as indicated below and in other comment letters, such coordination and mitigation
 fo